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APPENDICES 
Appendix A – Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management 

 
Standards for Rangeland Health 
 
Introduction 
The Standards for Rangeland Health, as applied in the State of Idaho, are to be used as the Bureau of 
Land Management's management goals for the betterment of the environment, protection of cultural 
resources, and sustained productivity of the range. They are developed with the specific intent of 
providing for the multiple use of the public lands. Application of the standards should involve 
collaboration between the authorized officer, interested publics, and resource users. 
 
Rangelands should be meeting the Standards for Rangeland Health or making significant progress toward 
meeting the standards. Meeting the standards provides for proper nutrient cycling, hydrologic cycling, and 
energy flow. 
 
Monitoring of all uses is necessary to determine if the standards are being met. It is the primary tool for 
determining rangeland health, condition, and trend. It will be performed on representative sites. 
 
Appropriate to soil type, climate, and landform, indicators are a list of typical physical and biological 
factors and processes that can be measured and/or observed (e.g., photographic monitoring). They are 
used in combination to provide information necessary to determine the health and condition of the 
rangelands. Usually, no single indicator provides sufficient information to determine rangeland health. 
Only those indicators appropriate to a particular site are to be used. The indicators listed below each 
standard are not intended to be all inclusive. 
The issue of scale must be kept in mind in evaluating the indicators listed after each standard. It is 
recognized that individual isolated sites within a landscape may not be meeting the standards; however, 
broader areas must be in proper functioning condition. Furthermore, fragmentation of habitat that reduces 
the effective size of large areas must also be evaluated for its consequences. 
 
Standard 1 (Watersheds)  

Watersheds provide for the proper infiltration, retention, and release of water appropriate to soil type, 
vegetation, climate, and landform to provide for proper nutrient cycling, hydrologic cycling, and energy 
flow.  

Indicators may include, but are not limited to, the following:  
1. The amount and distribution of ground cover, including litter, for identified ecological site/s) or 

soil-plant associations are appropriate for site stability.  
2. Evidence of accelerated erosion in the form of rills and/or gullies, erosional pedestals, flow 

patterns, physical soil crusts/surface sealing, and compaction layers below the soil surface is 
minimal for soil type and landform.  

Standard 2 (Riparian Areas and Wetlands) 

Riparian-wetland areas are in properly functioning condition appropriate to soil type, climate, geology, 
and landform to provide for proper nutrient cycling, hydrologic cycling, and energy flow.  



2 
 

Indicators may include, but are not limited to, the following:  
1. The riparian/wetland vegetation is controlling erosion, stabilizing streambanks, shading water 

areas to reduce water temperature, stabilizing shorelines, filtering sediment, aiding in floodplain 
development, dissipating energy, delaying flood water, and increasing recharge of groundwater 
appropriate to site potential.  

2. Riparian/wetland vegetation with deep strong binding roots is sufficient to stabilize streambanks 
and shorelines. Invader and shallow rooted species are a minor component of the floodplain.  

3. Age class and structural diversity of riparian/wetland vegetation is appropriate for the site.  
4. Noxious weeds are not increasing.  

Standard 3 (Stream Channel/Floodplain)  

Stream channels and floodplains are properly functioning relative to the geomorphology (e.g., gradient, 
size, shape, roughness, confinement, and sinuosity) and climate to provide for proper nutrient cycling, 
hydrologic cycling, and energy flow.  

Indicators may include, but are not limited to, the following:  
1. Stream channels and floodplains dissipate energy of high water flows and transport sediment. 

Soils support appropriate riparian-wetland species, allowing water movement, sediment filtration, 
and water storage. Stream channels are not entrenching.  

2. Stream width/depth ratio, gradient, sinuosity, and pool, riffle and run frequency are appropriate 
for the valley bottom type, geology, hydrology, and soils.  

3. Streams have access to their floodplains and sediment deposition is evident.  
4. There is little evidence of excessive soil compaction on the floodplain due to human activities.  
5. Streambanks are within an appropriate range of stability according to site potential.  
6. Noxious weeds are not increasing.  

Standard 4 (Native Plant Communities)  

Healthy, productive, and diverse native animal habitat and populations of native plants are maintained or 
promoted as appropriate to soil type, climate, and landform to provide for proper nutrient cycling, 
hydrologic cycling, and energy flow.  

Indicators may include, but are not limited to, the following:  
1. Native plant communities (flora and microbiotic crusts) are maintained or improved to ensure the 

proper functioning of ecological processes and continued productivity and diversity of native 
plant species.  

2. The diversity of native species is maintained.  
3. Plant vigor (total plant production, seed and seedstalk production, cover, etc.) is adequate to 

enable reproduction and recruitment of plants when favorable climatic events occur.  
4. Noxious weeds are not increasing.  
5. Adequate litter and standing dead plant material are present for site protection and for 

decomposition to replenish soil nutrients relative to site potential.  

Standard 5 (Seedings)  

Rangelands seeded with mixtures, including predominately non-native plants, are functioning to maintain 
life form diversity, production, native animal habitat, nutrient cycling, energy flow, and the hydrologic 
cycle.  
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Indicators may include, but are not limited to, the following:  
1. In established seedings, the diversity of perennial species is not diminishing over time.  
2. Plant production, seed production, and cover are adequate to enable recruitment when favorable 

climatic events occur.  
3. Noxious weeds are not increasing.  
4. Adequate litter and standing dead plant material are present for site protection and for 

decomposition to replenish soil nutrients relative to site potential.  

Standard 6 (Exotic Plant Communities, other than Seedings)  

Exotic plant communities, other than seedings, will meet minimum requirements of soil stability and 
maintenance of existing native and seeded plants. These communities will be rehabilitated to perennial 
communities when feasible cost effective methods are developed.  

Indicators may include, but are not limited to, the following:  
1. Noxious weeds are not increasing.  
2. The number of perennial species is not diminishing over time.  
3. Plant vigor (production, seed and seedstalk production, cover, etc.) of remnant native or seeded 

(introduced) plants is maintained to enable reproduction and recruitment when favorable climatic 
or other environmental events occur.  

4. Adequate litter and standing dead plant material is present for site protection and for 
decomposition to replenish soil nutrients relative to site potential.  

Standard 7 (Water Quality)  

Surface and ground water on public lands comply with the Idaho Water Quality Standards.  
 
Indicators may include, but are not limited to, the following:  

1. Physical, chemical, and biologic parameters described in the Idaho Water Quality Standards.  

Standard 8 (Threatened and Endangered Plants and Animals)  

Habitats are suitable to maintain viable populations of threatened and endangered, sensitive, and other 
special status species.  
 
Indicators may include, but are not limited to the following:  

2. Parameters described in the Idaho Water Quality Standards. 
3. Riparian/wetland vegetation with deep, strong, binding roots is sufficient to stabilize streambanks 

and shorelines. Invader and shallow rooted species are a minor component of the floodplain.  
4. Age class and structural diversity of riparian/wetland vegetation are appropriate for the site.  
5. Native plant communities (flora and microbiotic crusts) are maintained or improved to ensure the 

proper functioning of ecological processes and continued productivity and diversity of native 
plant species.  

6. The diversity of native species is maintained.  
7. The amount and distribution of ground cover, including litter, for identified ecological site(s) or 

soil-plant associations are appropriate for site stability.  
8. Noxious weeds are not increasing.  
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Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management  

Introduction 

Guidelines direct the selection of grazing management practices, and where appropriate, livestock 
management facilities to promote significant progress toward, or the attainment and maintenance of, the 
standards. Grazing management practices are livestock management techniques. They include the 
manipulation of season, duration (time), and intensity of use, as well as numbers, distribution, and kind of 
livestock. Livestock management facilities are structures such as fences, corrals, and water developments 
(ponds, springs, pipelines, troughs, etc.) used to facilitate the application of grazing management 
practices. Livestock grazing management practices and guidelines will be consistent with the Idaho 
Agricultural Pollution Abatement plan.  

Grazing management practices and facilities are implemented locally, usually on an allotment or 
watershed basis. Grazing management programs are based on a combination of appropriate grazing 
management practices and facilities developed through consultation, coordination, and cooperation with 
the Bureau of Land Management, permittees, other agencies, Indian tribes, and interested publics. 

These guidelines were prepared under the assumption that regulations and policies regarding grazing on 
the public lands will be implemented and will be adhered to by the grazing permittees and agency 
personnel. Anything not covered in these guidelines will be addressed by existing laws, regulations, 
Indian treaties, and policies.  

The BLM will identify and document within the local watershed all impacts that affect the ability to meet 
the standards. If a standard is not being met due to livestock grazing, then allotment management will be 
adjusted unless it can be demonstrated that significant progress toward the standard is being achieved. 
This applies to all subsequent guidelines. 

Guidelines  

1. Use grazing management practices and/or facilities to maintain or promote significant progress 
toward adequate amounts of ground cover [determined on an ecological site basis) to support 
infiltration, maintain soil moisture storage, and stabilize soils.  

2. Locate livestock management facilities away from riparian areas wherever they conflict with 
achieving or maintaining riparian-wetland functions.  

3. Use grazing management practices and/or facilities to maintain or promote soil conditions that 
support water infiltration, plant vigor, and permeability rates and minimize soil compaction 
appropriate to site potential.  

4. Implement grazing management practices that provide periodic rest or deferment during critical 
growth stages to allow sufficient regrowth to achieve and maintain healthy, properly functioning 
conditions, including good plant vigor and adequate vegetative cover appropriate to site potential.  

5. Maintain or promote grazing management practices that provide sufficient residual vegetation to 
improve, restore, or maintain healthy riparian-wetland functions and structure for energy 
dissipation, sediment capture, ground water recharge, streambank stability, and wildlife habitat 
appropriate to site potential.  

6. The development of springs, seeps, or other projects affecting water and associated resources 
shall be designed to protect the ecological functions, wildlife habitat, and significant cultural and 
historical/ archaeological/paleontological values associated with the water source.  
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7. Apply grazing management practices to maintain, promote, or progress toward appropriate stream 
channel and streambank morphology and functions. Adverse impacts due to livestock grazing 
will be addressed.  

8. Apply grazing management practices that maintain or promote the interaction of the hydrologic 
cycle, nutrient cycle, and energy flow that will support the appropriate types and amounts of soil 
organisms, plants, and animals appropriate to soil type, climate, and landform.  

9. Apply grazing management practices to maintain adequate plant vigor for seed production, seed 
dispersal, and seedling survival of desired species relative to soil type, climate, and landform.  

10. Implement grazing management practices and/or facilities that provide for complying with the 
Idaho Water Quality Standards.  

11. Use grazing management practices developed in recovery plans, conservation agreements, and 
Endangered Species Act, Section 7 consultations to maintain or improve habitat for federally 
listed threatened, endangered, and sensitive plants and animals.  

12. Apply grazing management practices and/or facilities that maintain or promote the physical and 
biological conditions necessary to sustain native plant populations and wildlife habitats in native 
plant communities.  

13. On areas seeded predominantly with non-native plants, use grazing management practices to 
maintain or promote the physical and biological conditions to achieve healthy rangelands.  

14. Where native communities exist, the conversion to exotic communities after disturbance will be 
minimized. Native species are emphasized for rehabilitating disturbed rangelands. Evaluate 
whether native plants are adapted, available, and able to compete with weeds or seeded exotics.  

15. Use non-native plant species for rehabilitation only in those situations where:  
a. native species are not readily available in sufficient quantities;  
b. native plant species cannot maintain or achieve the standards; or  
c. non-native plant species provide for management and protection of native rangelands. 

Include a diversity of appropriate grasses, forbs, and shrubs in rehabilitation efforts.1  

16. On burned areas, allow natural regeneration when it is determined that populations of native 
perennial shrubs, grasses, and forbs are sufficient to revegetate the site. Rest burned or 
rehabilitated areas to allow recovery or establishment of perennial plant species.  

17. Carefully consider the effects of new management facilities (e.g., water developments, fences) on 
healthy and properly functioning rangelands prior to implementation.  

18. Use grazing management practices, where feasible, for wildfire control and to reduce the spread 
of targeted undesirable plants (e.g., cheatgrass, medusa head, wildrye, and noxious weeds) while 
enhancing vigor and abundance of desirable native or seeded species.  

19. Employ grazing management practices that promote natural forest regeneration and protect 
reforestation projects until the Idaho Forest Practices Act requirements for timber stand 
replacement are met.  

20. Design management fences to minimize adverse impacts, such as habitat fragmentation, to 
maintain habitat integrity and connectivity for native plants and animals. 
 

                                                 
1 An apparent editing mistake with numbering the 1997 Idaho guidelines was carried forward in this appendix to avoid misidentifying specific 
guidelines.  
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Appendix B – Recent Actual Use and Utilization Reports 

Appendix B-1: Recent Actual Use 
 
Table B-1.1: Alkali-Wildcat actual use 

 
Chipmunk Blackstock Total 

Year Use Period AUMs Use Period AUMs 
 2011 4/3-6/8 178 4/3-6/8 154 332 

2010 4/4-6/8 161 4/4-6/8 167 328 
2009 4/4-5/22 116 4/4-5/22 105 221 
2008 4/2-5/22 126 4/2-5/22 129 255 
2007 4/1-5/17 116 4/2-5/17 116 232 
2006 4/7-5/27 456 4/1-5/27 146 602 
2005 4/1-5/26 153 4/1-5/26 120 273 
2003 4/1-5/25 126 4/1-5/25 146 272 
2001 4/10-5/31 132 4/10-5/31 60 192 
2000 4/1-5/18 196 4/1-5/18 164 360 
1999 4/1-5/25 352 4/1-5/25 141 493 
1998 4/1-5/31 72 4/5-5/31 107 179 

1998-2011 Average   182   130 312 
1998-2011 Range Actual Use 179-602 
1997, 2002 & 2004 No actual use reports submitted      
 
Table B-1.2: Baxter Basin actual use 

  Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3   
Year  Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Total 
2011 REST REST 5/10-6/5 107 4/10-5/9 118 225 
2010 5/15-6/5 88 ND ND 4/15-5/14 119 207 
2009 REST REST 5/13-6/1 95 4/2-5/12 195 290 
2008 6/7-6/30 114 REST REST 5/6-6/6 153 267 
2007 REST REST 6/4-6/18 72 5/10-6/3 119 191 
2006 5/11-6/1 105 REST REST 4/1-5/10 191 296 
2005 REST REST 5/10-6/1 110 4/1-5/9 191 301 
2004 5/11-6/1 112 REST REST 4/1-5/10 195 307 
2002 5/13-6/6 163 ND ND 4/1-5/12 264 427 
2001 REST REST 5/13-6/7 214 4/1-5/12 214 428 
2000 4/1-5/12 209 REST REST 5/13-6/7 134 343 
1999 REST REST 5/13-6/7 163 4/1-5/12 263 426 
1998 4/1-5/1 194 REST REST 5/2-6/7 231 425 
1997 5/13-6/7 162 REST REST 4/1-5/12 262 424 

1997-2011 Average   143   127   189 326 
ND = No Data 
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Table B-1.3a-d: Blackstock Springs actual use 
 
Table B-1.3a: Pasture 1 

  Alan Johnstone  Ted Blackstock  Chipmunk Grazing Assoc. Total  
Year Date AUM Fall AUM Date AUM Fall AUM Date AUM  Fall AUM 

 

2011 6/9-7/10 168 
10/15-
11/14 171 5/2-7/11 278 

10/15-
11/14 191 6/2-7/11 43 

10/15-
11/14 33 884 

2010 6/9-7/14 198 
10/20-
11/20 184 5/1-7/13 319 

10/19-
11/19 182 5/1-7/13 55 

10/19-
11/19 31 969 

2009 6/5-6/9 31 10/8-11/15 217 5/13-6/9 160 10/1-11/14 258 5/13-6/9 33 10/1-11/14 83 782 
2008 6/12-7/7 81 10/9-11/15 241 5/12-7/1 288 10/4-11/15 243 5/23-7/1 41 10/4-11/15 44 938 

2007 5/7-7/6 289 ND ND 5/7-7/6 271 
11/10-
11/16 42 5/7-7/6 66 

11/10-
11/16 8 676 

2006 6/6-7/14 208 10/20-11/3 78 5/1-7/9 335 9/29-11/14 240 5/1-7/9 51 9/59-11/14 45 957 
2005 6/6-7/18 222 11/2-11/12 56 5/1-5/26 386 ND ND 5/1-5/26 75 ND ND 739 
2004 3/26-5/23 278 ND ND 5/1-5/18 92 9/12-11/13 380 5/8-8/18 9 9/12-11/7 41 800 

2003 3/30-5/15 230 9/14-11/4 176 
5/11-
5/16 38 9/12-11/5 260 ND ND 9/12-11/5 68 772 

2002 5/17-6/1 80 9/14-11/16 286 5/12-6/5 129 9/11-11/15 343 5/12-6/5 15 9/12-11/15 67 920 

2001 5/30-7/14 240 11/1-11/15 77 
5/13-
7/13 413 

10/29-
11/17 86 

5/31-
7/14 54 

10/29-
11/17 24 894 

2000 5/4-6/17 212 9/27-11/11 238 
5/16-
6/18 360 9/29-11/15 199 

5/18-
6/18 61 9/28-11/15 49 1119 

1999 6/4-6/19 69 10/4-11/13 206 
5/23-
6/19 179 10/4-11/13 198 

5/26-
6/19 29 10/5-11/13 41 722 

1998 6/3-7/16 211 
10/11-
11/10 152 

5/20-
7/15 325 

10/12-
11/10 169 

5/20-
7/15 64 

10/12-10-
31 23 944 

1997 6/12-6/29 86 
10/12-
11/15 147 

5/18-
5/31 91 11/1-11/15 238 6/1-6/8 9 10/12-11/1 24 595 

1997-2011 
Average                         847 

ND = No Data 
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Table B-1.3b: Pasture 2 

  Alan Johnstone Ted Blackstock Chipmunk Grazing Assoc. Total  

Year Date AUM Date AUM Date AUM  
 2011 7/11-8/23 264 7/11-8/23 266 7/11-8/23 49 579 

2010 9/15-10/19 210 9/14-10/18 200 9/14-10/18 34 444 

2009 6/10-8/3 341 6/10-8/3 315 6/10-8/3 101 757 

2008 6/26-8/21 356 7/2-8/20 282 7/2-8/20 51 689 

2007 9/26-11/17 279 9/15-11/9 340 9/15-11/9 61 680 

2006 7/15-8/14 175 7/10-8/14 214 7/10-8/14 38 427 

2005 7/19-9/17 327 9/16-11/12 207 9/16-11/12 40 574 

2004 5/24-7/19 274 5/19-7/14 455 5/19-7/14 49 778 

2003 5/16-7/17 327 5/17-7/20 346 5/25-7/20 66 739 

2002 6/2-7/31 322 6/6-7/20 272 6/6-7/20 46 318 

2001 9/16-11/15 314 9/14-10/28 218 9/15-10/28 52 584 

2000 6/19-8/3 245 6/19-8/4 282 6/19-8/4 47 574 

1999 6/20-8/4 231 6/20-8/4 333 6/20-8/4 44 608 

1998 7/17-8/27 207 7/16-8/28 272 7/16-8/28 50 529 

1997 8/21-10/11 269 8/21-10/31 362 8/12-10/11 60 691 
1997-2011 
Average             598 

 
Table B-1.3c: Pasture 3 

  Alan Johnstone Ted Blackstock Chipmunk Grazing Assoc. Total  
Year Date AUM Date AUM Date AUM  

 2011 8/24-10-14 171 8/24-10/14 321 8/24-10/14 55 547 
2010 7/15-9/14 372 7/14-9/13 353 7/14-9/13 59 784 
2009 8/4-10/7 403 8/4-9/30 332 8/4-9/30 107 842 
2008 8/21-10/9 317 8/21-10/3 248 8/21-10/3 45 610 
2007 7/7-9/25 462 7/7-9/4 411 7/7-9/4 76 949 
2006 8/15-10/19 372 8/15-9/28 268 8/15-9/28 47 687 
2005 9/18-11/1 231 7/19-9/15 326 7/19-9/15 63 620 
2004 7/20-9/11 145 7/15-9/11 485 7/15-9/11 24 654 
2003 7/18-9/13 177 7/21-9/11 285 7/21-9/11 61 523 
2002 8/1-9/13 236 7/21-9/10 314 7/21-9/10 53 603 
2001 7/15-9/15 337 7/14-9/13 300 7/15-9/14 75 712 
2000 8/4-9/26 282 8/5-9/27 219 8/5-9/27 54 555 
1999 10/4-11/13 206 8/5-10/3 332 8/5-10/4 24 562 
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  Alan Johnstone Ted Blackstock Chipmunk Grazing Assoc. Total  
Year Date AUM Date AUM Date AUM  

 1998 8/28-10/10 216 8/29-10/11 272 8/29-10/11 50 538 
1997 6/30-10/11 263 6/1-8/20 322 6/9-8/20 85 670 

1997-2011 
Average             657 

 
Table B-1.3d: Total 

Year  Johnstone Blackstock Chipmunk Grazing Assoc. 
Allotment 

Total 
 

2011 774 1056 180 2010  

2010 964 1054 179 2197  

2009 992 1065 324 2381  

2008 995 1061 181 2237  

2007 1030 1064 211 2305  

2006 833 1057 181 2071  

2005 836 1228 234 1933  

2004 697 1412 123 2232  

2003 910 929 195 2078  

2002 602 1058 181 1841  

2001 968 1017 205 2190  

2000 977 1060 211 2248  

1999 712 1042 138 1892  

1998 786 1038 187 2011  

1997 765 1013 178 1956  

1997-2011 Average 856 1077 194 2105  
 
Table B-1.4: Burgess actual use 

  Pasture 1  Pasture 3  Total  
Year Dates AUMs Dates   AUMs 

 2011 4/16-5/22 73 5/23-8/16 170 243 
2010 4/16-5/20 69 5/21-8/16 174 243 
2009 4/16-5/18 72 5/19-8/16 195 267 
2008 4/16-5/20 76 5/21-8/16 191 267 
2007 4/16-5/16 67 5/17-7/15 91 158 
2006 4/15-5/16 69 5/17-8/15 197 266 
2005 4/16-5/15 61 5/16-8/16 184 245 
2003 4/16-5/15 59 5/16-8/5 162 221 
2001 4/16-5/15 59 5/16-8/16 182 241 
2000 4/16-5/15 59 5/16-8/15 182 241 
1999 7/1-8/16 93 4/16-6/30 150 243 
1998 4/16-6/7 79 6/8-8/16 138 217 
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  Pasture 1  Pasture 3  Total  
Year Dates AUMs Dates   AUMs 

 1997 7/27-8/15 34 4/16-7/26 119 153 
1997-2011 Average   67   164 231 

 
Table B-1.5: Burgess FFR actual use 

Year Dates AUMs 
1997-2011 12/1-12/31 11 

 
Table B-1.6: Chimney Pot actual use 

Year Dates AUMs 
1997-2011 12/1-12/31 4 

 
Table B-1.7: Chipmunk FFR actual use 

Year Dates AUMs 
2010 6/1-10-31 71 
2008 12/1-12/31 72 

1999-2007 ND 
ND = No Data 
 
Table B-1.8: Corral Creek FFR actual use 

Year Dates AUMs 
2007-2011 12/1-12/31 9 

 



11 
 

Table B-1.9: Cow Creek actual use 

 
Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 Pasture 4 Pasture 5 

 Year Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Total 

1986 4/3-4/25 151 4/26-6/27 328 5/1-5/11 31 5/12-7/15 181 6/28-9/20 200 891 

1988 4/1-4/30 176 5/1-6/28 313 4/25-5/9 31 5/10-6/27 110 6/29-10/21 289 919 

1989 4/1-5/1 201 5/2-6/26 294 4/25-7/14 137 5/10-8/30 316 6/27-10/19 172 1120 

1990 4/1-5/1 219 5/2-6/24 305 4/25-7/16 149 5/9-8/31 340 6/25-9/30 184 1197 

1991 4/1-4/30 212 5/1-6/24 329 4/25-7/16 149 5/9-8/31 321 6/1-6/30 182 1193 

1992 4/1-4/30 214 5/1-6/15 270 4/25-7/12 104 5/9-8/31 322 6/16-9/19 180 1090 

1993 5/15-6/24 208 4/1-5/14 314 4/25-7/16 148 5/9-8/31 322 6/25-10/27 175 1167 

1994 4/1-4/30 ND 5/1-6/15 ND 6/16-9/30 ND 6/16-9/30 ND 6/16-9/30 ND ND 

1995 4/1-4/23 ND 4/24-6/24 ND 
4/25-5/8 and 7/1-

9/30 ND 5/9-9/30 ND 6/25-9/30 ND ND 

1996 4/1-4/30 ND 5/1-6/24 ND 
4/25-5/8 and 7/1-

9/30 ND 5/9-9/30 ND 6/25-9/30 ND ND 

1997 4/1-4/27 ND 4/28-6/15 ND 6/16-9/30 ND 6/16-9/30 ND 6/16-9/30 ND ND 

1998 4/1-4/29 ND 4/30-6/15 ND 6/16-9/30 ND 6/16-9/30 ND 6/16-9/30 ND ND 

1999 4/1-4/30 
 

5/1-6/15 
 

6/16-9/31 
 

6/16-9/31 
 

6/16-9/31 ND ND 

2000 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 

2001 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 

2002 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 

2003 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 

2004 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 

2005 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 

2006 4/1-4/30 195 5/1-6/24 389 4/25-7/16 123 5/9-8/31 321 6/26-9/30 210 1238 

2007 4/2-See Schematic 196 Cattle ND 

2008 4/4-9/25 ND 

2009 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
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Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 Pasture 4 Pasture 5 

 Year Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Total 

2010 4/4-9/20 ND 

2011 4/7-5/1 155 5/2-6/18 298 7/2-7/15 68 6/10-9/15 203 7/2-9/22 147 871 
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Table B-1.10a-f: Elephant Butte actual use 
 
Table B-1.10a: Pasture 1 

  Ted Blackstock Chipmunk Grazing Assoc. Total  
Year Spring Dates AUMs Spring Dates AUMs 

 2011 ND ND 4/1-4/22 30 30 
2010 5/1-5/18 63 5/1-5/18 17 80 
2009 ND ND ND ND ND 
2008 4/1-5/11 95 ND ND 95 
2007 ND ND ND ND ND 
2006 4/1-5/13 84 4/1-5/13 79 163 
2005 ND ND ND ND ND 
2004 ND ND ND ND ND 
2003 4/2-5/9 118 4/2-5/9 55 173 
2002 4/8-5/10 53 4/8-4/25 47 100 
2001 ND ND ND ND ND 
2000 4/1-5/16 70 ND ND 70 
1999 4/30-5/21 49 4/29-5/22 38 87 
1998 ND ND ND ND ND 
1997 4/1-5/17 207 4/1-5/17 59 266 

1997-2011 
Average         118 

ND = No Data 
 
Table B-1.10b: Pasture 2 

  Ted Blackstock Chipmunk Grazing Assoc. Total  
Year Spring Dates AUMs Spring Dates AUMs 

 2011 ND ND ND ND ND 
2010 4/3-4/30 98 4/3-4/30 26 124 
2009 ND ND ND ND ND 
2008 ND ND ND ND ND 
2007 4/3-5/7 132 4/1-5/7 83 215 
2006 ND ND ND ND ND 
2005 ND ND ND ND ND 
2004 4/1-5/8 162 4/1-5/8 44 206 
2003 ND ND ND ND ND 
2002 4/11-4/25 45 ND ND 45 
2001 4/3-5/18 52 4/3-5/18 73 125 
2000 4/1-5/16 70 ND ND 70 
1999 4/1-4/29 118 ND ND 118 
1998 ND ND ND ND ND 
1997 ND ND ND ND ND 
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  Ted Blackstock Chipmunk Grazing Assoc. Total  
Year Spring Dates AUMs Spring Dates AUMs 

 1997-2011 
Average         129 

ND = No Data 
 
Table B-1.10c: Pasture 3 

  Ted Blackstock Chipmunk Grazing Assoc. Total  

Year Spring Dates AUMs Spring Dates AUMs 
 2011 ND ND 4/23-5/31 54 54 

2010 ND ND ND ND ND 

2009 ND ND ND ND ND 

2008 4/2-5/11 98 ND ND 98 

2007 ND ND ND ND ND 

2006 ND ND ND ND ND 

2005 ND ND ND ND ND 

2004 ND ND ND ND ND 

2003 ND ND ND ND ND 

2002 ND ND ND ND ND 

2001 ND ND ND ND ND 

2000 4/1-5/21 73 4/1-5/21 79 152 

1999 ND ND ND ND ND 

1998 4/1-5/19 27 4/1-5/19 81 108 

1997 4/7-5/19 122 4/7-4/20 23 145 
1997-2011 
Average         111 

ND = No Data 
  
Table B-1.10d: Pasture 4 

  Ted Blackstock Chipmunk Grazing Assoc. Total 
Year Spring Dates AUMs Spring Dates AUMs   
2011 ND ND ND ND ND 
2010 ND ND ND ND ND 
2009 ND ND ND ND ND 
2008 ND ND ND ND ND 
2007 ND ND ND ND ND 
2006 4/1-4/30 26 ND ND 26 
2005 ND ND ND ND ND 
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  Ted Blackstock Chipmunk Grazing Assoc. Total 
Year Spring Dates AUMs Spring Dates AUMs   
2004 4/1-4/30 23 4/1-4/30 26 49 
2003 ND ND ND ND ND 
2002 ND ND ND ND ND 
2001 3/26-3/31 9 ND ND 9 
2000 3/15-3/31 24 ND ND 24 
1999 ND ND ND ND ND 
1998 3/23-3/31 12 ND ND 12 
1997 3/15-4/1 44 ND ND 44 

1997-2011 
Average         27 

ND = No Data 
 
Table B-1.10e: Pasture 5 

  Ted Blackstock  Chipmunk Grazing Assoc. Total 
Year Spring Dates AUMs Spring Dates AUMs   
2011 ND ND ND ND ND 
2010 3/15-4/2 21 3/15-4/2 7 28 
2009 ND ND ND ND ND 
2008 ND ND ND ND ND 
2007 3/15-4/2 36 ND ND 36 
2006 3/15-3/31 24 ND ND 24 
2005 ND ND ND ND ND 
2004 3/18-3/31 33 3/18-3/31 16 49 
2003 3/15-4/1 20 3/15-4/1 26 46 
2002 3/15-3/28 34 ND ND 34 
2001 4/1-5/11 109 ND ND 109 
2000 ND ND ND ND ND 
1999 4/30-5/21 49 4/4-4/29 41 90 
1998 4/5-5/19 164 ND ND 164 
1997 ND ND ND ND ND 

1997-2011 Average         64 
ND = No Data 
 
Table B-1.10f: Total 

Year  Total Spring AUMs Total Use AUMs 
2011 84 388 
2010 232 389 
2009 ND 354 
2008 193 193 
2007 251 251 
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Year  Total Spring AUMs Total Use AUMs 
2006 213 213 
2005 ND 388 
2004 304 304 
2003 219 219 
2002 179 179 
2001 243 243 
2000 316 371 
1999 295 364 
1998 284 417 
1997 455 531 

1997-2011 Average 251 320 
ND = No Data 
 
Table B-1.11: Ferris FFR actual use 

  Seeding Mountain Pasture 1    
Year Date AUM Date AUM Date AUM Total AUMS 
2011 4/26-4/26 9 6/1-6/1 9 ND ND 18 
2010 12/1-12/31 148 AUMS 148 
2009 12/1-12/31 150 AUMS 150 

2006-2008 No Actual Use submitted ND 
2005 10/15-11/15 105 AUMS 105 

1997-2004 No Actual Use submitted ND 
1997-2011 Average   9   9     105 
ND = No Data 
 
Table B-1.12: Franconi actual use 

  Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3   

Year Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Dates AUMs 
Total 
AUMs 

2011 10/8-12/10 358 AUMS 111 

2009 5/9-6/20 61 6/20-8/22 91 
8/22-
9/12 13 169 

2008 Rest Rest Rest Rest Rest Rest Rest 
2007 ND ND 9/1-10/7 61 AUMS 61 
2005 9/15-10/15 46 AUMS 46 
2004 Inadequate actual use reported ND 

2003 ND ND 
8/12-
10/15 35 

8/25-
9/30 47 82 

2000-2002, 
2006, 2010 No Actual Use reported 

2000-2011 
Average   61   63   30 90 
ND = No Data 
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Table B-1.13a-d: Jackson Creek actual use 
 
Table B-1.13a: Pasture 1 

  Tim McBride LS Cattle Co 
Chipmunk 

Grazing Assoc.  Total 
Year Date  AUMs Date AUMs Date AUMs 

 2011 ND ND 4/26-5/5 22 4/26-5/5 12 34 
2010 ND ND 4/18-6/1 76 4/18-6/1 43 119 
2009 ND ND 4/13-4/23 19 4/13-4/23 11 30 
2008 ND ND 4/8-5/18 86 4/8-5/18 48 134 
2007 ND ND 5/15-6/15 15 5/15-6/15 9 24 
2006 ND ND 4/20-6/20 506 ND ND 506 
2005 ND ND 6/1-6/22 44 ND ND 44 
2003 10/15-10/20 11 5/23-6/18 8 5/23-6/18 20 39 
2002 ND ND 4/16-6/13 174 4/16-6/13 124 298 
2001 ND ND ND ND ND ND 0 
2000 ND ND 4/19-6/18 46 4/19-6/18 27 73 
1999 ND ND 5/1-6/19 58 5/1-6/19 33 91 

1999-2011 
Average             116 

ND = No Data 
 
Table B-1.13b: Pasture 2 

  Tim McBride LS Cattle Co 
Chipmunk Grazing 

Assoc. 
Total

  
Year Date  AUMs Date AUMs Date AUMs 

 2011 6/1-6/21 47 6/5-6/21 47 6/5-6/21 26 120 
2010 ND ND 6/2-6/15 27 6/2-6/15 15 42 
2009 ND ND 6/14-6/23 26 6/14-6/23 15 41 
2008 ND ND 5/19-6/19 70 5/19-6/19 40 110 
2007 ND ND 4/14-6/15 162 4/14-6/15 91 253 
2006 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
2005 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
2003 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
2002 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
2001 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
2000 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
1999 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 

1999-2011 
Average             113 

ND = No Data 
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Table B-1.13c: Pasture 3 

  Tim McBride LS Cattle Co 
Chipmunk Grazing 

Assoc. 
Total

  
Year Date  AUMs Date AUMs Date AUMs 

 2011 ND ND 5/6-6/4 83 5/6-6/4 47 130 
2010 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
2009 ND ND 4/24-6/13 102 4/24-6/13 57 159 
2008 ND ND REST Rest Rest Rest ND 
2007 ND ND 6/16-6/18 8 6/16-6/18 4 12 
2006 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
2005 ND ND 4/23-6/23 471 ND ND 471 
2003 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
2002 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
2001 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
2000 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
1999 ND ND 5/24-6/9 97 5/24-6/9 55 152 

1999-2011 
Average             185 

ND = No Data 
 
Table B-1.13d: Pastures 4 and 5 

  Tim McBride LS Cattle Co 
Chipmunk Grazing 

Assoc. 
Total

  
Year Date  AUMs Date AUMs Date AUMs 

 
2011 6/22-10/24 266 6/22-

10/31 361 6/22-10/31 204 831 

2010 6/21-11/01 310 6/18-11/1 383 6/18-11/1 215 908 

2009 ND ND 6/24-
11/01 366 6/24-11/01 206 572 

2008 6/2-10/29 335 6/20-11/5 361 6/20-11/5 205 901 

2007 5/30-10/21 329 6/20-
11/05 384 6/20-11/05 217 930 

2006 6/14-10/18 305 ND ND 4/22-10/24 422 727 

2005 6/11-10/23 306 ND ND 6/25-10/12 251 557 

2003 6/15-10/15 279 6/19-9/15 233 6/19-9/15 567 1079 

2002 ND ND 6/14-
10/23 362 6/14-10/23 177 539 

2001 ND ND ND ND 6/1-10/31 347 347 

2000 6/1-10/31 347 6/19-11/4 408 6/19-11/4 230 985 

1999 6/1-10/31 347 6/20-11/2 193 6/20-11/2 108 648 
1999-2011 
Average             752 

ND = No Data 
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Table B-1.14: Joint actual use 

  Pasture 2  Pasture 3  Pasture 4  Total 
Year Date AUMs Date  AUM Date  AUMs   
2011 6/1-7/12 311 4/26-5/31 267 7/13-8/15 27 605 
2010 6/12-6/24 97 4/17-6/11 419 ND ND 516 
2009 6/6-7/18 304 4/25-6/5 297 Rest Rest 601 
2008 4/26-6/7 ND 4/26-6/7 283 ND ND 283 
2007 4/17-5/29 ND 4/17-5/29 293 Rest Rest 293 
2006 7/20-8/30 275 4/16-6/7 304 6/8-7/19 241 820 
2005 07/10-11/08 638 4/19-6/2 230 6/3-7/9 193 1061 
2000 10/1-11/24 189 4/16-6/3 267 10/1-10/14 2* 456 
1999 6/3-7/15 229 4/16-6/2 263 10/1-11/8 91 583 
1998 11/04-12/22 236 4/16-6/02 232 6/3-7/15 208 676 
1997 6/3-7/15 360 4/16-6/02 402 10/15-12/13 104 866 

1997-2011 
Average   293   296   144 615 

*trail through  
ND = No Data  
2001-2004 No data  
 
Table B-1.15: Lowry FFR actual use 

Year Dates AUMs 
1997-2011 12/1-12/31 6 

  
Table B-1.16: Madriaga actual use 

  Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 Total 
Year Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Dates AUMs   
2011 4/17-6/17 312 6/18-8/20 322 8/21-8/27 42 676 
2010 4/16-7/3 376 6/16-8/28 274 8/7-9/30 225 875 
2009 5/9-6/19 197 6/20-8/22 293 8/22-9/13 102 592 
2008 4/23-7/15 268 6/14-8/23 380 ND ND 648 
2007 4/16-5/29 210 5/30-6/1 352 ND ND 562 
2006 4/16-5/28 205 5/29-7/21 273 7/22-9/15 273 751 
2005 Rest 0 4/18-8/5 183 Rest Rest 183 
2004 3/16-8/12 256 3/17-8/25 652 Rest Rest 908 
2002 6/1-7/15 246 4/20-5/1 60 ND ND 306 
2001 5/29-6/23 120 6/24-7/1 36 6/1-7/1 35 191 
1998 6/15-8/7 306 4/18-4/27 312 ND ND 618 

1997-2011 Average   227   285   135 574 
Madriaga has 2 pastures, but pasture 3 is actually part of pasture 1 and is grazed at times separately by 
use of hotwire fence (see schematic maps)  
ND = No Data      
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Table B-1.17: Poison Creek actual use 

   Horses  Sheep    Cattle   
Year Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Date AUMs Dates AUMs Total 
2011 4/1-5/31 10 3/27-5/26 341 ND ND 4/1-5/31 271 622 
2010 4/5-4/20 2 4/4-4/20 121 ND ND 4/1-5/30 162 285 
2009 ND ND 4/6-4/20 95 ND ND 4/2-6/16 174 269 
2008 ND ND 4/1-4/30 240 ND ND 4/3-6/3 275 515 
2007 ND ND 3/20-4/20 388 ND ND 4/1-6/6 185 573 
2006 ND ND 3/20-5/11 469 ND ND 4/6-6/1 217 686 

2005 ND ND 3/22-5/4 454 
10/15-
10/24 105 4/5-6/10 183 742 

2004 
Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

2003 
Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

Rest  
Fire 

2000 
3/28-
4/17 2 3/28-4/17 222 ND ND 4/1-5/31 174 398 

1999 4/1-4/12 1 3/28-4/10 135 ND ND 4/1-6/1 177 313 
1998 ND ND 3/28-4/18 289 ND ND ND ND 289 
1997 ND ND 3/29-4/15 321 ND ND 4/1-6/10 203 524 

2005-2011 
Average   6   301   105   210 527 

1997-2011 
Average   4   280   105   202 474 

ND = No Data 
   
Table B-1.18: R Collins FFR actual use 

Year Dates  AUMs 
2011 4/1-9/12 24 

1997-2010 ND 24 
      
Table B-1.19: Rats Nest actual use 

Year Dates AUMs 
2011 4/1-6/6 513 
2010 4/2-5/28 251 
2009 4/3-5/25 492 
2008 4/1-6/5 284 
2007 4/5-5/22 468 
2006 4/11-6/7 307 
2005 4/1-5/25 589 
2003 4/1-5/27 605 
2002 4/2-5/26 557 
2001 4/3-5/26 501 
2000 4/2-5/27 536 
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Year Dates AUMs 
1999 Rest Rest 
1998 4/3-5/23 287 
1997 4/1-5/28 566 

1997-2011 Average   458 
 
Table B-1.20a-b: Sands Basin actual use 
 
Table B-1.20a: Spring Use 

  Pasture 1  Pasture 2 Pasture 3  Pasture 4 

Total  
Spring 
AUMs 

Spring/ 
Fall 

AUMs 

Year 
Spring 
Dates AUMs 

Spring 
Dates 

AU
Ms 

Spring 
Dates AUMs 

Spring 
Dates AUMs     

2011 
4/3-
4/24 120 5/1-6/7 262 

4/2-
4/30 200 4/25-6/4 276 858 864 

2010 4/1-6/3 303 
5/16-
6/6 129 

4/30-
5/15 213 5/1-6/3 241 886 895 

2009 
4/1-
4/10 67 

4/11-
4/25 101 

4/1-
4/30 202 5/1-5/30 213 583 779 

2008 4/1-5/1 208 5/2-6/6 242 4/2-5/4 234 5/5-6/2 206 890 899 

2007 
3/31-
4/30 208 ND ND 

4/1-
4/30 213 5/1-5/24 331 752 799 

2006 4/1-5/1 206 
5/1-
5/25 337 

4/1-
4/30 213 

5/26-
5/31 82 838 885 

2005 
4/1-
4/30 206 ND ND 

4/1-
4/30 207 5/1-6/4 483 896 952 

2004 ND ND ND ND 
Rest 
Fire 

Rest 
Fire ND ND 750 750 

2003 4/1-5/2 298 4/4-5/2 92 
Rest 
Fire 

Rest 
Fire 4/1-6/2 444 834 834 

2002 
4/1-
4/17 114 

4/18-
5/13 359 

4/1-
4/17 120 

5/14-
5/30 235 828 828 

2001 4/1-5/4 128 
4/1-
4/16 109 4/1-5/4 175 5/5-6/5 442 854 994 

2000 4/1-5/5 410 ND ND ND ND 5/6-6/5 428 838 993 

1999 ND ND 
4/1-
4/30 333 5/1-5/6 102 5/9-6/5 376 811 923 

1998 4/5-4/9 44 
4/1-
5/28 425 ND ND 5/1-5/31 396 865 902 

1997 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 947 947 
1997-
2011 
Avg.   193   239   188   319 829 883 

ND = No Data 
2003 & 2004 reductions due to wildfire     
*trail through only   
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Table B-1.20b: Fall Use 
Pasture 1 Pasture 2  Pasture 4  

Year Fall Dates AUMs Year Fall Dates AUMs Year Fall Dates AUMs 
2009 10/8-10/12 32 2011 11/6-11/7 6 2008 11/8-11/10 9 
2000 10/14-11/14 155 2010 10/29-10/31 9 2006 10/18-10/26 56 
1999 10/10-11/6 112 2009 10/1-10/31 164 1997 10/12-10/31 122 

      2007 10/28-11/6 47       
      2005 10/22-11/5 97       
      2004 11/29-11/30 13       
      2001 10-25-11/7 140       
      1998 10/17-11/1 37       
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Table B-1.21: Soda Creek actual use 

  Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 Pasture 5 
Pasture 4 

All Private     

Year Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Total 

2011 6/6-7/6 66 6/5-7/1 38 7/7-9/23 166 9/23-10/2 36 ND ND 306 

2010 6/1-7/13 63 6/5-7/13 55 7/14-9/17 128 ND ND 9/18-10/6 62 308 

2009 7/15-10/13 335 6/1-7/15 56 6/2-7/15 78 ND ND ND ND 469 

2008 ND ND 6/1-7/13 81 7/14-9/18 184 6/2-7/14 37 ND ND 302 

2007 ND ND 6/1-7/14 73 7/15-9/15 104 ND ND ND ND 177 

2006 ND ND 6/1-7/15 180 7/14-9/15 259 ND ND ND ND 439 

2005 6/1-7/14 109 6/1-9/15 106 7/15-9/15 227 ND ND ND ND 442 

2004 6/1-7/15 105 6/1-7/15 77 7/16-9/15 261 ND ND ND ND 443 

2003 6/1-7/15 107 6/1-7/15 76 7/16-9/15 261 ND ND ND ND 444 

2001 6/1-7/5 130 6/1-7/15 130 7/16-9/26 438 ND ND ND ND 698 

2000 6/7-7/15 135 6/7-7/15 91 7/16-10/3 485 ND ND ND ND 711 
2000-2011 
Average   131   88   236   37   62 431 

ND = No Data 
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Table B-1.22: Stanford FFR actual use 
Year Dates AUMs 
2011 4/1-6/7 107 
2010 12/1-12/31 76 
2009 ND ND 
2008 12/1-12/31 17* 
2007 1/1-12/31 12* 

1997-2006 ND 114 
1997-2011 Average   99 

*Data incorrect  
ND = No Data 
 
Table B-1.23: Texas Basin actual use 

Year Dates AUMs 
2011 6/5-11/4 5 
2009 6/1-6/15 and 10/15-10/31 5 
1988 6/1-10/27 5 
1985 6/5-6/21 5 

1985-2011 Average   5 
Texas Basin has two pastures, but the permittee did not break down actual use by pasture and used the 
allotment in conjunction with private land       
  
Table B-1.24: Trout Creek actual use 
  Pasture 1  Pasture 2  Pasture 3    

Year Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Dates AUMs Total 
2011 5/16-8/14 176 4/1-5/15 87 8/15-9/12 56 319 
2010 5/17-8/14 ND 4/1-5/16 ND 8/17-10/5 ND 725 
2009 5/15-8/15 ND 4/1-5/14 ND 8/16-10/1 ND 401 
2008 ND ND 4/2-7/30 289 8/15-9/2 74 363 
2007 5/1-7/20 175 3/15-4/30 106 trail only ND 281 
2006 4/16-1/16 210 3/15-4/14 64 REST ND 274 
2005 4/15-7/15 183 3/15-4/15 63 7/16-8/18 72 318 
2001 4/22-7/1 134 3/15-4/21 100 4/28-5/30 68 302 
2000 7/20-8/3 15 3/15-5/5 111 5/6-7/19 148 274 
1999 6/15-9/9 143 3/25-4/25 68 4/26-6/14 105 316 
1998 4/27-9/15 233 3/25-4/26 57 ND ND 290 
1997 4/30-10/6 148 4/8-4/29 26 7/17-10/20 66 240 

1997-2011 Average   157   97   84 342 
ND = No Data 
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Table B-1.25: Trout Creek/Lequerica actual use 
  Pasture 1  Pasture 2    

Year Dates AUMs Dates  AUMs Total 
2010 6/20-8/18 71 8/19-9/27 11 82 
2009 6/20-9/13 109 9/14-10/04 1 110 
2008 7/19-10/1 108 7/3-7/18 23 131 
2007 7/20-10/5 122 ND ND 122 
2006 10/8-10/31 68 ND ND 68 
2003 10/5-11/8 122 ND ND 122 
2000 9/20-11/5 82 ND ND 82 
1999 8/23-10/20 107 8/16-8/22 13 120 
1998 8/17-10/1 80 8/10-8/16 12 92 
1997 8/15-10/10 99 ND ND 99 

1997-2011 Average   97 
 

12 103 
ND = No Data 
No data for 2001, 2002, 2004-2005, 2011 
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Appendix B-2: Utilization   
The following tables describe the utilization data collected by allotment and year using methods 
of measurements as described in Appendix F. 
 
Table B-2.1: Alkali-Wildcat utilization 

Year AGSP AGCR POSE SIHY STOC 

1975 

24 
 

36 
  

  
36 30 

 43 
 

20 
  26 10 14 
  33 

 
25 

  14 
 

19 10 
 

  
50 38 

 

1976 

12 
  

10 10 

31 
  

38 
 32 

  
38 

 14 
  

19 
 16 

  
18 

 11 
  

34 12 
1979 18 

    
1981 61 

  
54 

 23 
    

1982 21 
    15 
  

12 
 

1983 19 
    11 
    

1984    
10 

 13 
    1986 44 
    

1988 52 
    20 
  

10 
 

1989 28 
    63 
    

1990    
57 

 

   
0 

 

1993 

57 
    37 
    65 
    0 
    

1996 62 
   

49 

53 
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Year AGSP AGCR POSE SIHY STOC 

58 
    76 
    

1998 10 
    50 
    

2007 landscape 
appearance 

38 
    28 
    28 
    2008 

  
3 3 

 
2010 42 

    26 
    

2011   
22 9 

 

  
22 

  

  
9 16 

 1975-1996 
Average 32.88 10 28.57 25.2 23.67 

1998-2011 
Average 31.71 0 14 9.33 0 

 



28 
 

Table B-2.2: Baxter Basin utilization 

 
Pasture 1 Native section 01 Pasture 2 Seeding sections 02/03 Pasture 3 Ephemeral sections 35/34 

Year AGSP AGCR POSE SIHY AGSP AGCR POBU POSE SIHY AGSP AGCR POBU POSE SIHY 

1976 
     

77 
        

1979 
    

30 
  

10 28 
     

1980 

           
18 16 32 

     
23 

        

     
21 17 

       

1981 
          

16 
   

    
10 10 

        
1982 7 

    
10 

        
1983 

             
19 

1986 
     

60 
        

     
47 

        
1987 

     
5 

    
18 

   

1988 
     

37 
        

    
21 56 

        

1989 

     
42 

        

     
42 

        

     
49 

        
1992 

 
62 

   
53 

       
17 

1993 

 
50 

        
50 

   

          
50 

  
70 

              

1994 
     

50 
       

3 

     
3 

        
1995 

     
26 

   
35 
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Pasture 1 Native section 01 Pasture 2 Seeding sections 02/03 Pasture 3 Ephemeral sections 35/34 

Year AGSP AGCR POSE SIHY AGSP AGCR POBU POSE SIHY AGSP AGCR POBU POSE SIHY 

1996 
         

13 
    

         
13 

    
1997 

     
10 

    
50 

   
1999 

             
33 

2000 
          

50 
   

2006 35 
  

17 
     

25 
   

25 

2011 

  
17 

  
19 

 
12 

      

 
15 8 

    
20 

      

 
11 7 

           

  
14 

           
Average 1976-1996 7.00 56.00 0.00 0.00 20.33 35.94 17.00 10.00 28.00 20.33 33.50 18.00 16.00 28.20 

Average 1997-2011 35.00 13.00 11.50 17.00 0.00 14.50 0.00 16.00 0.00 25.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 29.00 
 
Table B-2.3: Blackstock Springs utilization 

 
Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 

Year AGSP AGCR POSE SIHY RYE FEID AGSP AGCR POSE SIHY FEID AGSP SIHY FEID RYE 

1975 

51 
 

34 35 
       

50 34 
 

56 

43 46 
 

30 40 
      

49 38 
 

54 

50 
 

36 42 
           

1979 

28 28 
   

28 76 
   

77 
    

53 55 
    

32 
   

50 
    

31 31 
    

37 
        

39 33 
             

1981 

35 
  

30 
 

34 
         

36 
  

26 
 

37 
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Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 

Year AGSP AGCR POSE SIHY RYE FEID AGSP AGCR POSE SIHY FEID AGSP SIHY FEID RYE 

1982       
36 

  
44 36 

    

      
66 

  
66 

     
1983       

48 47 
       

      
35 

        1986 
      

35 
        1987 40 40 

    
42 

   
62 

    1988 
      

33 
        1990 

      
25 

    
39 

   1991 
      

more than past 
   

more than past 
  

1992  
56 

         
48 

 
65 

 

 
53 

             

 
48 

             

1993 

 
42 

         
37 

 
70 

 

 
36 

         
36 

   

 
40 

         
51 

   

 
42 

             

 
39 

             

1994 
50 59 

    
65 

        
30 30 

    
21 

        

 
13 

             
1995            

46 
   

           
29 

   
1996  

45 
    

22 
   

23 
    

 
46 

    
63 

  
63 

     1997 
      

16 
    

49 
 

49 
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Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 

Year AGSP AGCR POSE SIHY RYE FEID AGSP AGCR POSE SIHY FEID AGSP SIHY FEID RYE 
1998 

      
13 

        

2004 
      

14 
        

      
20 

   
17 

    

      
18 

   
17 

    

      
24 

        

2005 

 
43 

             

 
53 

             

 
51 

             

 
41 

             

 
36 

             

 
41 

             

 
36 

             

 
43 

             

 
60 

             

2007 
37 35 

             
60 60 

             
39 45 

             

2011         
24 

      

      
26 

 
19 

      

      
24 

 
20 

      
Average 1975-1996 40.50 41.16 35.00 32.60 40.00 33.00 42.40 47.00 0.00 57.67 49.60 42.78 36.00 67.50 55.00 

Average 1997-2011 45.33 45.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.38 0.00 21.00 0.00 17.00 49.00 0.00 49.00 0.00 
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Table B-2.4: Burgess utilization 

 
Pasture 1  Pasture 3  

Year AGSP FEID POSE SIHY AGSP FEID PUTR ELCE 
1976 90 

  
87 

    1980 48 46 
 

40 47 
  

50 

1981 37 36 
 

30 39 
   30 30 

 
20 12 

   
1982 48 30 

 
40 

    49 
  

45 
    

1983 36 23 
  

48 
   

    
22 

   1985 30 
       1986 

    
50 42 

  1987 
 

40 
  

36 
   

1988 50 
       44 50 

      
1989 53 

       64 
       1992 

 
41 

  
64 

   
1993 45 

   
43 

   

    
42 

   1994 31 26 
  

43 
   

1995  
23 

  
32 

   

 
51 

  
47 

   1996 46 
       1997 

 
22 

  
41 

   
2011   

19 
 

0 
 

27 
 

  
18 

 
12 

   Average 1976-
1996 46.73 36.00 0.00 43.67 40.38 42.00 0.00 50.00 

Average 1997-
2011 0.00 22.00 18.50 0.00 17.67 0.00 27.00 0 

  
Table B-2.5: Burgess FFR utilization 

Year PUTR AGSP 

1985 35 33 
52 

 2011 27 12 
Average 1985 43.5 33 
Average 2011 27 12 
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Table B-2.6: Chipmunk Field FFR utilization 
Year AGSP FEID POSE 
2006 13 30 13 
2011 11 

   
Table B-2.7: Chimney Pot FFR  utilization 

Year AGSP POBU 
2009 8 

 2011 
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Table B-2.8: Corral Creek FFR utilization 

Year POSE TACA8 PUTR2 AGCR 

2011 14 11 5 51 
37 

   Average 
2011 25.5 11 5 51 
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Table B-2.9:  Cow Creek utilization 

 
Pasture 1 Pasture 2 

Year AGSP AGSI AGCR ELCA POSE SIHY STOC AGSP BRTE FEID ORHY POSE SIHY STOC 

1976 37 
    

41 
 

40 
 

60 
  

42 
 

              

1979 
30 

    
36 

        47 
    

32 
        40 

    
48 

        
1980 22 

    
17 

        

              

1981 
13 

    
10 

 
25 

 
14 

  
22 

 31 
  

22 
 

15 36 
       36 

    
23 

        1982 
       

10 
 

12 
  

12 
 1983 

              1984 
              1986 34 

      
43 

      

1987  
37 

            25 
    

10 
        10 

             
1988   

28 
           

  
33 

           
1989   

44 
         

45 
 

            
44 

 1990 
  

45 
           

1993   
52 

    
30 

    
13 

 

  
59 

    
30 
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Pasture 1 Pasture 2 

Year AGSP AGSI AGCR ELCA POSE SIHY STOC AGSP BRTE FEID ORHY POSE SIHY STOC 

       
30 

  
30 

   

       
30 

    
30 

 

1994 

  
48 

    
13 

      

       
22 

 
28 

    

       
25 

     
62 

       
35 

 
56 

    

       
13 

      

1995 
       

27 
      

       
34 

      

       
36 

      

       
20 

      
1997   

63 
    

36 
      

       
18 

      1998 
  

50 
           1999 

  
50 

           2001 10 
 

10 
 

10 10 
        

2008 
       

10 
      

       
12 

      

       
4 

      

       
3 

      

2009   
10 

    
33 

      

       
33 

      

       
31 

      
2011 13 

   
15 

   
9 

   
23 

 

  
14 

 
15 

   
20 

   
20 
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Pasture 1 Pasture 2 

Year AGSP AGSI AGCR ELCA POSE SIHY STOC AGSP BRTE FEID ORHY POSE SIHY STOC 

           
24 12 

 

        
14 

   
9 

 Avg. 1976-1996 29.55 37.00 44.14 22.00 0.00 25.78 36.00 27.24 0.00 34.00 30.00 0.00 29.71 62.00 

Avg. 1997-2011 11.50 0.00 32.83 0.00 13.33 10.00 0.00 20.00 14.33 0.00 0.00 24.00 16.00 0.00 
 
 

 
Pasture 3 Pasture 4 Pasture 5 

Year AGSP FEID POSE SIHY AGSP FEID POBO POSE SIHY STLE AGSP FEID POSE SIHY 

1976 39 40 
 

45 60 
   

56 61 59 45 
 

50 

59 45 
 

50 
          

1979               

              

              
1980               

              

1981     
21 13 

  
13 

     

    
27 19 

  
18 

     

              1982 
              1983 
          

10 10 
 

10 
1984 

          
28 

   1986 
              

1987           
18 
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Pasture 3 Pasture 4 Pasture 5 

Year AGSP FEID POSE SIHY AGSP FEID POBO POSE SIHY STLE AGSP FEID POSE SIHY 

1988               

              
1989   

10 10 44 
     

33 
   

          
39 

   1990 
              

1993 
              

              

              

              

1994 

     
47 

    
40 40 

  

     
36 

     
67 

  

          
45 

   

              

              

1995 

3 
    

51 
    

47 56 
  

     
48 

    
44 47 

  

     
45 

        

              
1997               

              1998 
              1999 
              2001 
    

38 57 
        

2008 19 
 

23 
 

8 
 

8 
       

    
24 

 
18 
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Pasture 3 Pasture 4 Pasture 5 

Year AGSP FEID POSE SIHY AGSP FEID POBO POSE SIHY STLE AGSP FEID POSE SIHY 

              

              

2009 
37 

   
42 

     
44 

 
38 

 32 
   

29 
     

41 
   29 

   
21 

         

2011 

7 
 

7 
 

19 
  

14 
  

26 
 

24 
 9 

 
10 

 
26 

  
17 

  
32 

 
20 

 19 
 

16 
 

19 
  

11 
      

              Avg. 1976-1996 33.67 42.50 10.00 35.00 38.00 37.00 0.00 0.00 29.00 61.00 36.30 44.17 0.00 30.00 

Avg. 1997-2011 21.71 0.00 14.00 0.00 25.11 57.00 13.00 14.00 0.00 0.00 35.75 0.00 27.33 0.00 
 
 
Table B-2.10: Elephant Butte utilization 

 
Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 

Year AGSP BRTE ORHY POSE SIHY SPCR AGSP AGCR BRTE ORHY POSE SIHY SPCR AGSP ORHY POSE SIHY STOC 

1975 

   
50 50 

 
33 

   
11 30 

 
10 14 16 12 

 

   
47 43 

     
34 20 

 
30 10 57 15 

 

   
52 36 

    
30 37 24 

      

   
51 40 

    
10 28 28 

      

   
53 44 

             

   
65 66 

             

   
48 59 

             
1976     

65 
 

90 
    

71 70 
 

90 
   

    
90 

    
60 

 
68 
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Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 

Year AGSP BRTE ORHY POSE SIHY SPCR AGSP AGCR BRTE ORHY POSE SIHY SPCR AGSP ORHY POSE SIHY STOC 

    
90 

             

    
90 

             
90 

   
71 70 

            

  
60 

 
68 

             
1980 13 

                 

    
40 

             

1981     
54 

             

    
18 

             

    
15 

             

1982     
48 

             

    
13 

             

  
10 

 
10 

             1983 
    

10 
             

1986     
38 

    
48 

        

           
59 

      1989 
      

26 
    

62 
      1991 

      
33 

           
1992               

50 
  

50 

             
3 

 
70 

  1993 
  

64 
 

52 
             

1995     
48 

           
36 62 

    
64 

             

    
70 

             
1996          

56 50 41 
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Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 

Year AGSP BRTE ORHY POSE SIHY SPCR AGSP AGCR BRTE ORHY POSE SIHY SPCR AGSP ORHY POSE SIHY STOC 
1997 

           
10 

     
10 

1999                   

                  2000 
                  2006 
                  

2007                 
35 36 

                  

2009 

    
13 

    
20 20 20 

    
11 11 

    
13 

 
25 

    
21 

      

   
13 26 

 
24 

           

   
33 33 

 
31 

           
38 

     
31 

           

2011  
13 

     
28 7 

      
0 

  

 
9 

      
13 

         

 
13 

 
19 

              
Average 1975-1996 51.50 0.00 44.67 52.29 49.69 70.00 45.50 0.00 0.00 40.80 32.00 44.78 70.00 14.33 41.00 47.67 21.00 56.00 

Average 1997-2011 44.75 8.75 44.67 29.32 26.94 70.00 31.30 14.00 6.67 30.40 26.00 23.94 70.00 14.33 41.00 23.83 22.33 28.25 



41 
 

 
 

 
Pasture 4 Pasture 5 

Year SIHY AGSP ORHY POSE SIHY 

1975 

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

1976 

     

     

     

     

     

     
1980      

     

1981      

     

     

1982      

     

     1983 
     

1986      

     1989 
     1991 
     

1992     
70 

     1993 
     

1995     
52 

     

     
1996 5 

    

     1997 10 
    

1999 61 
   

30 

66 
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Pasture 4 Pasture 5 

Year SIHY AGSP ORHY POSE SIHY 
2000 

  
63 

 
55 

2006 
 

25 
 

21 
 

2007  
46 

   

 
41 

   

2009 

13 7 
 

7 7 

     

     

     

     

2011  
0 

   

     

     Average 1975-1996 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 61.00 

Average 1997-2011 31.00 19.83 31.50 9.33 38.25 
 
Table B-2.11: Ferris utilization 

 
Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 

Year 
AGS

P ELCI 
STIP

A POA AGSP FEID AGSP 
1979 10 

 
10 

    1987 30 
      2009 

 
3 

  
3 3 3 

2011 
19 

  
10 

  
26 

21 
  

10 
   

    
14 

  Average 1979-
2011 20 3 10 10 8.5 3 14.5 

 
Table B-2.12: Franconi utilization 

 
Pasture 3 

Year AGSP POSE 
2011 24 10 
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Table B-2.13: Jackson Creek utilization 

 
Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 

Year SIHY AGSP FEID POSE AGSP FEID SIHY POSE AGSP POSE FEID SIHY BRTE 
1979 

             1981 24 27 
           

1983 11 11 
         

15 
 

           
25 

 
1984              

             1986 
 

49 
           1987 

 
10 

  
12 

        1988 
 

63 
  

54 
   

44 
    

1989  
53 

  
49 45 

     
10 

 

 
36 

           1992 
  

36 
 

70 
   

70 
    1993 

 
41 

  
45 

   
37 

    1994 
 

19 
  

30 
        1995 

        
50 

    1997 
 

20 
           

1999 3 31 39 
          

 
12 

           2005 
    

0 
 

0 0 14 
  

24 
 

2007  
48 

  
36 

 
31 

 
7 

 
25 

  

 
46 

           

2008    
18 
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Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 

Year SIHY AGSP FEID POSE AGSP FEID SIHY POSE AGSP POSE FEID SIHY BRTE 

2010 

62 47 
  

18 
      

10 
 18 18 

           25 
            36 
            

2011 

3 3 
     

23 10 
   

7 

3 
  

3 
    

15 
   

14 

3 
  

3 
    

30 29 
   3 

  
3 

         3 
  

3 
         8 13 

           Average 1975-
1995 17.50 34.33 36.00 0.00 43.33 45.00 0.00 0.00 50.25 0.00 0.00 16.67 0.00 

Average 1997-
2011 15.18 26.44 39.00 6.00 18.00 0.00 15.50 11.50 15.20 29.00 25.00 17.00 10.50 

 
 

 
Pasture 4 Pasture 5 

Year AGSP POBU POSE FEID STIPA AGCR BRCA AGSP SIHY FEID 
1979 42 

      
21 10 23 

1981 
          

1983           

          
1984 26 

         36 
         1986 35 
         1987 
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Pasture 4 Pasture 5 

Year AGSP POBU POSE FEID STIPA AGCR BRCA AGSP SIHY FEID 
1988 

          
1989           

          1992 36 
         1993 48 
  

69 
   

48 
  1994 

          1995 
       

0 
  1997 

          
1999           

          2005 
          

2007           

          

2008   
4 9 

      

          

          

2010 
          

          

          

          

2011 

28 17 
 

18 
      

 
19 

 
19 8 

     

     
3 9 
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Pasture 4 Pasture 5 

Year AGSP POBU POSE FEID STIPA AGCR BRCA AGSP SIHY FEID 

          Average 1975-1995 37.17 0.00 0.00 69.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 23.00 10.00 23.00 

Average 1997-2011 28.00 18.00 4.00 15.33 8.00 3.00 9.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
Table B-2.14: Joint utilization 

 
Pasture 2  Pasture 3  Pasture 4  Pasture 5  

Year AGSP FEID POSE SIHY Stipa PUTR AGSP AGIN POSE SIHY AGSP SIHY AGIN POSE AGSP SIHY 
1976 

          
64 56 

    
1980 23 10 

        
32 

     17 16 
 

14 
            1981 

       
39 

 
10 

      1982 54 56 
              1983 42 

    
45 

          1984 
       

90 
      

15 
 1985 65 

         
50 

     1986 No Data 
               1987 

       
62 

   
38 

    
1988 70 

      
56 

  
16 17 

  
15 

 

       
50 

        

1989 
35 44 

    
60 70 

  
60 70 

  
68 59 

35 
         

60 
     36 

               
1990 39 46 

              46 
               1991 

 
34 3 

  
30 

 
48 

  
52 

   
38 28 
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Pasture 2  Pasture 3  Pasture 4  Pasture 5  

Year AGSP FEID POSE SIHY Stipa PUTR AGSP AGIN POSE SIHY AGSP SIHY AGIN POSE AGSP SIHY 

1992 

66 57 
 

62 
      

58 56 
    52 48 

        
63 

     45 50 
              58 

  
45 

            1993 72 
      

70 
  

63 
     

1994  
85 

  
65 

  
70 70 70 65 60 70 

   

 
69 

              1995 51 
         

70 70 
    

1999 8 
               12 13 

              
2006 3 

  
3 

   
36 

    
68 45 

  

       
60 

        2008 
          

3 
     

2011 21 
 

10 
   

10 10 10 
       

  
17 

             Average 1976-1995 47.41 46.82 3.00 40.33 65.00 37.50 60.00 61.67 70.00 40.00 54.42 52.43 70.00 0.00 34.00 43.50 

Average 1999-2011 18.28 29.91 10.00 21.67 65.00 37.50 35.00 41.92 40.00 40.00 28.71 52.43 69.00 22.50 34.00 43.50 
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Table B-2.15: Lowry FFR utilization 

 
Pasture 1 

Year POSE AGCR BRTE POBU 
2011 3 3 3 33 

 
Table B-2.16: Madriaga utilization 

 
Pasture 1 Pasture 2 

Year AGSP POSE FEID PUTR SIHY AGSP SIHY POSE FEID PUTR 
1976 90 

 
81 

 
57 

     
1979 61 

 
60 78 48 70 24 

  
14 

24 
 

41 19 18 
     1980 29 

 
30 

 
16 

 
36 

   1981 30 
 

16 
 

10 30 21 
 

30 
 

1982 28 
 

32 
       40 

         1985 35 
         1986 36 
 

27 
   

42 
   

1987 45 
 

34 
  

54 
    

  
42 

       1988 31 
 

42 
 

45 
     1989 

          1990 28 
 

37 
       1991 

          1992 65 
 

67 
     

67 
 1993 30 

 
30 

       
1994 24 

 
24 

       34 
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Pasture 1 Pasture 2 

Year AGSP POSE FEID PUTR SIHY AGSP SIHY POSE FEID PUTR 

26 
 

31 
       1995 40 60 

   
40 

    1996 
          1997 
     

25 
  

30 
 1998 20 50 

        

2006       
31 

 
14 

 

        
44 

 

        
18 

 2009 
    

22 
 

30 
   

2011 3 
     

12 19 
  32 15 

    
18 10 

  Average 1976-1996 38.67 60.00 39.60 48.50 32.33 48.50 30.75 0.00 48.50 14.00 

Average 1997-2011 18.33 32.50 0.00 0.00 22.00 25.00 22.75 14.50 26.50 0.00 
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Table B-2.17: Poison Creek utilization 
Year AGSP AGCR POSE SIHY 

1975 34 
 

31 30 

18 
 

10 14 

1976 71 
  

90 

85 
  

90 

1981 

10 
 

10 10 

10 
  

14 

18 
  

11 

15 
   1983 11 
  

12 

1984 11 
  

13 

   
24 

1986 57 
   1987 39 
   

1992 

3 
   3 
   3 
   3 
   4 
   3 
   3 
   3 
   11 
   3 
   3 
   3 
   3 
   5 
   13 
   27 
   50 
   22 
   3 
   60 
   60 
   44 
   70 
   70 
   58 
   64 
   64 
   



51 
 

Year AGSP AGCR POSE SIHY 

26 
   5 
   30 
   3 
   3 
   3 
   3 
   3 
   3 
   

1993 40 
   52 
   

1994 

4 
  

12 

21 
   33 
  

57 

10 
   9 
   14 
   13 
   13 
   1995 10 
   

1996 
41 

   44 
   21 
   1997 0 
 

0 0 
1998 10 

   

2006 
32 

   35 
   56 
   

2007  
23 

  

 
25 

  

 
28 

  

2008 

8 10 
  15 

   20 
   11 
   12 
 

5 
 

2010 34 
 

32 
 

 
32 

  

2011 
3 

 
9 3 

11 21 
  3 

  
3 
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Year AGSP AGCR POSE SIHY 

Average 1975-1996 23.24 0 17 31.42 

Average 1997-2011 17.86 23.17 11.5 2 
 
Table B-2.18: Rats Nest utilization 

Year AGSP BRTE ELEC ORHY POSE SIHY STCO STOC STTH 

1975 

54 
   

58 50 
   44 

  
38 39 33 

   16 
   

21 15 
   31 

   
27 30 

   

1976 
86 

        

  
90 

  
67 

 
57 

 

     
68 

 
80 

 

1979 

 
33 

  
50 30 

   

 
13 

  
28 27 

   26 
        47 
        17 
        55 
        68 
        

1980 
46 

    
44 

   49 
    

41 
  

32 

43 
    

42 
   

1981 27 
    

22 
   40 

    
19 28 

  
1982 25 

    
20 

  
17 

10 
    

10 
  

10 

1983 10 
        26 
       

30 

1984 27 
       

28 

28 
        1985 53 
        1986 52 
        1989 59 
        1990 50 
    

50 
  

50 

1992 

56 
    

21 
   81 

    
67 

   60 
       

73 

35 
       

70 

54 
       

70 

1994 45 
        38 
       

48 
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Year AGSP BRTE ELEC ORHY POSE SIHY STCO STOC STTH 

47 
        34 
        45 
        70 
       

70 

51 
    

54 
  

56 

1995 

16 
    

22 
  

24 

53 
        49 
        50 
       

54 

28 
        1996-REST 3 
    

3 
   

Wild Horse Use 
Only 

20 
        17 
        38 
        33 
        11 
        1997 70 
        Too many horses 

         1998 10 
        1999-REST 

         
2007 39 

        37 
        

2008 11 
    

3 
   

         

2011 

7 
   

6 6 
   13 

   
3 8 

   17 
   

5 18 
   

     
3 

  
4 

Average 1975-
1996 40.06 23.00 90.00 38.00 37.17 35.00 28.00 68.50 45.14 

Average 1997-
2011 27.12 23.00 90.00 38.00 12.79 12.17 28.00 68.50 24.57 

 
Table B-2.19: R Collins utilization 
Year AGSP 

2011 
10 
4 
11 

Average 2011 8.33 
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Table B-2.20: Sands Basin utilization 

 
Pasture 1 Pasture 2 

Year AGSP POSE AGCR SIHY FEID AGSP POSE AGCR SIHY FEID STTH ELCI 
1975 

     
10 10 

   
12 

 
1976 28 

 
46 20 

 
21 

 
46 34 

   
     

53 
 

67 43 
   

1979 
10 

 
10 

 
10 18 

 
30 

 
10 25 25 

     
12 

      
     

10 
      1980 10 

   
10 

   
52 

   
1981      

25 
 

18 15 
   

     
27 

      
1982 24 

           26 
 

25 22 13 
       

1983 39 
 

37 
         41 

           1984 38 
    

42 
      

1987        
35 

    
       

65 
    1988 

            use 
pattern 

38 
    

20 
      36 40 

          1996 
     

40 
 

65 
  

50 
 1997 

       
80 

    
2000   

35 
         

  
40 

         2004 
     

17 
    

13 
 

2006      
29 

 
22 

    
     

42 
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Pasture 1 Pasture 2 

Year AGSP POSE AGCR SIHY FEID AGSP POSE AGCR SIHY FEID STTH ELCI 

2007 23 
   

34 
    

38 
  

         
45 

  

2008 

     
36 43 3 

 
40 

  
     

28 
 

33 
    

     
6 

 
63 

    
     

9 
 

59 
 

30 
  

     
3 

      
     

9 
      

2011 3 3 6 
  

27 
 

22 
    8 

 
10 

    
25 

    Average 
1975-1996 29.00 40.00 29.50 21.00 11.00 25.27 10.00 46.57 36.00 10.00 29.00 25.00 
Average 

1997-2011 11.33 3.00 22.75 0.00 34.00 20.60 43.00 38.38 0.00 38.25 13.00 0 
 
 

 
Pasture 3 Pasture 4 

Year AGSP POSE AGCR SIHY FEID ELCI AGSP POSE AGCR SIHY FEID 

1975 10 10 
 

10 
  

50 11 
 

17 
 41 31 

     
24 

 
50 

 
1976 86 

  
36 90 89 

     94 
          1980 31 
  

35 
       1981 41 

          1982 14 
  

16 15 
  

15 
   1984 42 

      
46 

   1988 
           use pattern 64 

      
50 
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Pasture 3 Pasture 4 

Year AGSP POSE AGCR SIHY FEID ELCI AGSP POSE AGCR SIHY FEID 

       
22 

   1996 
  

65 
        

1997   
80 

     
50 40 

 
        

50 
  

2000            
        

50 
  

2004 9 
  

5 
   

39 
  

59 
7 

  
4 

       
2006 21 

     
23 

    19 
     

39 
 

55 
  

2007    
48 42 

  
40 

   
       

36 
   

2008 

22 
   

3 
 

19 26 17 
  5 

     
0 0 3 0 

 3 
     

3 10 3 
  3 

     
3 3 14 3 

 12 
     

8 
 

14 8 
 16 

     
8 

    

2011 
23 25 20 

   
20 25 

   0 14 21 
   

6 20 
   

 
17 

         Average 1975-1996 47.00 20.50 65.00 24.25 52.50 89.00 50.00 28.00 0.00 33.50 0.00 
Average 1997-2011 11.67 18.67 40.33 19.00 22.50 0.00 12.90 22.11 28.44 12.75 59.00 
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Table B-2.21: Soda Creek utilization 

 
Pasture 1 Pasture 1a Pasture 2 Pasture 3 

Year AGSP POSE AGSP SIHY FEID AGSP AGSP POBU STIPA FEID 
1995 70 

 
67 

 
64 

     1999 
     

21 16 
   2006 

  
21 12 

      
2009 3 

 
28 

   
10 

   14 
     

42 
   

2011 
12 5 17 

   
24 15 14 

 18 
     

14 19 12 
 

      
19 16 

 
12 

Average 
1995-2011 23.4 5 33.25 12 64 

 
20.83 16.67 13 12 

 
 
Table B-2.22: Stanford FFR utilization 
Year AGSP 
2011 13 
 
Table B-2.23: Texas Basin FFR utilization 

Year Pasture 1 Pasture 2 

2011 
Poa Poa 
19 21 
9 

 Average 2011 14 21 
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Table B-2.24: Trout Creek utilization 

 
Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 

Year AGSP BRTE FEID POSE PUTR SIHY STIPA AGSP ELCI FEID SIHY AGSP FEID PUTR SIHY 
1976 

     
78 

         

1979 
45 

    
35 

 
45 

  
35 40 

 
36 40 

     
42 

         40 
   

36 40 
         1980 

     
31 

    
49 

  
12 31 

1981     
10 

  
39 

  
30 

  
10 44 

       
33 

  
26 

    

1982 
12 

    
11 

       
28 10 

16 
    

15 
         33 

    
26 

         
1983     

18 
  

41 
  

51 41 
 

18 40 

             
12 

 1984 
          

44 
    1985 

             
30 

 
1986 40 

      
40 

   
18 

   

       
21 

       1987 
       

56 
  

66 
   

50 

1989        
41 

       

       
51 

       

       
38 

       1992 64 
              

1993 13 
 

13 
  

13 
 

13 
  

13 39 
   

       
39 

  
37 44 

   1994 35 
 

45 
    

35 
 

45 
 

60 34 
 

69 
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Pasture 1 Pasture 2 Pasture 3 

Year AGSP BRTE FEID POSE PUTR SIHY STIPA AGSP ELCI FEID SIHY AGSP FEID PUTR SIHY 

59 
    

13 
 

59 
  

13 
    1995 

  
69 

   
72 

        
2000            

38 
  

46 

              
62 

2006         
22 

  
3 

  
3 

           
3 

   
2009 18 

  
13 

           28 
  

19 
           

2011 14 13 
     

0 
 

0 0 
    19 

  
7 

           Average 
1976-
1995 35.7 0 42.33 0 21.33 30.4 72 39.36 0 45 36.4 40.33 34 20.86 40.57 

Average 
2000-
2011 19.75 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 22 0 0 14.67 0 0 37 
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Table 2-2.25: Trout Creek/Lequerica utilization 

 
Pasture 1 

Year AGSP POSA SIHY STLE FEID PUTR PONE 
1976 40 

 
40 56 78 65 

 1979 50 
 

55 
    

1980 39 
   

55 
  32 

      2008 5 8 
    

47 

2011 12 17 
     10 

      Average 1976-
1996 40.25 0 47.5 56 66.5 65 0 

Average 1997-
2011 9 12.5 0 0 0 0 47 
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Appendix C – Comparison of Alternatives 
Appendix C-1: Alternative Comparison of Allotment Data 

 
Chipmunk Group Comparison of Alternatives by Allotment 
The following section describes the differences of alternatives by allotment Tables C-1.1 through 
C-1.27.  Alternatives 2-4 for the Wild Rat and Elephant Butte allotments will be not be 
comparable to other alternatives due to the substantial changes occurring in those two allotments.  
See permittees’ applications for further detail (Appendix D) and Alternatives Section 2.2 above. 
 
Stocking rates were adjusted in Alternative 3 and 4 were based on all available monitoring data 
including current  utilization data, actual use, productin data from ESDs and based it on percent 
public land production with Estimating Initial Stocking Rates (Ogle & Brazee, 2009) as a 
starting point.  In most cases the stocking rates were based on average actual use that was 
reported by allotment as noted below each table below.   
 
Table C-1.1: Alkali-Wildcat allotment (#514) alternative comparison of data 

 

Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 
Action1 

 
Alternative 3 

Deferred 
Grazing1 

 

Alternative 4 

Season-Based1 

Alternative 
6 

No Grazing 

Cattle 
Number 311 

See Wild Rat Allotment 

0 

Active  
AUMs 624 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 624 0 

% Change  
compared to 
Ave actual 
use (312 
AUMs) 

(1997-2011) 

Average 
actual use: 

+100% 
 

Average 
actual use: 

 -100% 
 

% Change  
compared to 
Max actual 

use (602 
AUMS) 

(1997-2011) 

Max actual 
use: +4% 

Max actual 
use: -100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active 
AUMs (10-
year permit) 

No Change -100% 

1Alkali-wildcat allotment becomes a pasture of Wild-Rat allotment. 
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Table C-1.2: Baxter Basin allotment (#530) alternative comparison of data 
 Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 

Proposed Action 

Alternative 31 

Deferred Grazing Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 121 121 121 0 
Active  AUMs 299 299 302 0 

Suspension AUMs 0 0 0 0 
Permitted AUMs 299 299 302 0 

% Change  
compared to Ave 
actual use (326 

AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Average actual use: 
-8% 

 

Average actual use: 
-8% 

 

Average actual use: 
-7% 

Average actual use: 
-100% 

 

% Change  
compared to Max 
actual use (428 

AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Max actual use: 
 -30% 

Max actual use: 
 -30% 

Max actual use: 
 -29% 

Max actual use: 
 -100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized Active 

AUMs (10-year 
permit) 

No Change No Change -3%1 -100% 

1Alternative 3 based on average actual use and  resting one pasture every third year. 
 
Table C-1.3: Blackstock Springs allotment (#515) alternative comparison of data 

 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 

Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle 
Number 442 442 4424 4424 0 

Active  
AUMs 2,057 2,057 15061 12492 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 2,057 2,057 1506 1249 0 

% Change  
compared to 
Ave actual 
use (2105 
AUMs) 

(2002-2011) 

Average actual 
use: 
-2% 

 

Average actual 
use: -2% 

 

Average actual 
use: 

 -28% 
  

Average 
actual use:  

-41% 
 

Average actual 
use:  

-100% 
 

% Change  
compared to 
Max actual 
use (2381 
AUMs) 

(2002-2011) 

Max actual 
use: 

 -14% 

Max actual use: 
 -14% 

Max actual 
use:  

-37% 

Max actual 
use: -48% 

Max actual 
use:  

-100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
No Change No Change -27% -50%3 -100% 
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 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 

Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Authorized 
Active AUMs 

(10-year 
permit) 

1Alternative 3 based on 8.5 acres/AUM stocking rate and deferred grazing, not to exceed 815 AUMs in pasture 1, 434 in pasture 
2, and 257 in pasture 3.  
2Alternative 4 based on 8.5 acres/AUM stocking rate by pasture and rest, not to exceed 815 AUMs in pasture 1, 434 in pasture 2, 
and 257 in pasture 3.  
3Based on AUM reductions over the 10-year permit 
4Cattle numbers may vary up to 442, not to exceed AUMs per pasture. 
 
Table C-1.4: Burgess allotment (#572) alternative comparison of data 

 
Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle 
Number 66 66 66 63 0 

Active  
AUMs 240 240 240 231 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 240 240 240 231 0 

% Change  
compared to 
Ave actual 
use (231 
AUMs) 

(2002-2011) 

Average actual 
use: +4% 

 

Average actual 
use: +4% 

 

Average actual 
use: +4% 

 

Average 
actual use: No 

Change  

 
Average actual 

use:  
-100% 

 

% Change  
compared to 
Max actual 

use (267 
AUMs) 

(2002-2011) 

Max actual use: 
 -10% 

Max actual 
use: 

 -10% 

Max actual 
use:  

-10% 

Max actual 
use: -13% 

Max actual 
use:  

-100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 
(10-year 
permit) 

No Change No Change No Change -62%1 -100% 

1Alternative 4 percent change based on average actual use and rest. 
 
Table C-1.5: Burgess FFR allotment (#638) alternative comparison of data 

 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 21 

Applicant’s 
Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle 
Number 11 3 71 7 0 

Active  11 11 11 11 0 
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 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 21 

Applicant’s 
Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

AUMs 
Suspension 

AUMs 0 0 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 11 11 11 11 0 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 
(10-year 
permit)2 

No Change No Change No Change No Change -100% 

1Based on 35 percent public land 
2Avg Use = 11 AUMs  Max Use = 11 AUMs 
 
Table C-1.6: Chimney Pot FFR allotment (#464) alternative comparison of data 

 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 4 171 0 
Active  AUMs 4 4 0 

Suspension AUMs 0 0 0 
Permitted AUMs 4 4 0 

Season of Use 12/1-12/30 3/1-2/281 - 
% Change Compared  

to 
Current Authorized 
Active AUMs (10-

year permit)2 

No Change No Change -100% 

1Based on 2 percent public land 
2Avg Use = 4 AUMs Max Use = 4 AUMs 
 
Table C-1.7: Chipmunk FFR allotment (#523) alternative comparison of data 

 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 21 

Applicant’s Proposed 
Action 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 71 155 0 
Active  AUMs 72 72 0 

Suspension AUMs 0 0 0 
Permitted AUMs 72 72 0 

Season of Use 12/1-12/31 3/1-2/28 - 
% Change Compared  

to 
Current Authorized 
Active AUMs (10-

year permit)2 

No Change No Change -100% 

1Based on 4 percent public land 
2Avg Use = 72 AUMs Max Use = 72 AUMs 
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Table C-1.8: Corral Creek FFR allotment (#602) alternative comparison of data 
 Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 21 

Applicant’s Proposed 
Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 9 3 3 0 
Active  AUMs 9 9 9 0 

Suspension AUMs 0 0 0 0 
Permitted AUMs 9 9 9 0 

Season of Use 12/1-12/31 3/1-2/28 3/1-2/28 - 
% Change 

Compared  to 
Current 

Authorized Active 
AUMs (10-year 

permit)2 

No Change No Change No Change -100% 

1Based on 26 percent public land 
2Avg Use = 9 AUMs Max Use = 9 AUMs 
 
Table C-1.9: Cow Creek allotment (#562) alternative comparison of data 

 
Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 

Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 31 

Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 201 201 201 201 0 
Active  AUMs 1214 1214 1210 1210 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 1214 1214 1210 12102 0 

% Change  
compared to 

Ave actual use 
(11883 AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Average actual 
use: +2% 

 

Average actual 
use: +2% 

 

Average actual 
use: +2% 

 

Average actual 
use:  +2% 

 

Average actual 
use: -100% 

 

% Change  
compared to 
Max actual 
use (12383 

AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Max actual use:  
-2% 

Max actual use:  
-2% 

Max actual use: 
 -2% 

Max actual 
use: -2% 

Max actual use: 
 -100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 
(10-year 
permit) 

No Change No Change -17% -34%4 -100% 

1Alternative 3 is based on 6.5 acres/AUM stocking rate and may not exceed AUMs by pasture; number of cattle may vary by 
pasture. Not to exceed 1210 AUMs in year 1, 1210 AUMs in year 2, and 519 AUMs in year 3 
2Alternative 4 is based on 6.5 acres/AUM stocking rate and rest years and may not exceed 1210 AUMs in year 1, 519 AUMs in 
year 2, and 519 AUMs in year 3; number of cattle may vary by pasture. 
3Actual use reported by the permittee is inadequate to determine average and max actual use by pasture, therefore stocking rates 
were used. 
4Change reflects the life of the 10-year permit. 
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Table C-1.10: Elephant Butte allotment (#513) alternatives 1 and 6 comparison of data 
 Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 

Applicant’s 
Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 

Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 

Season-Based 
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 195 

See Elephant Butte below for Alternatives 2-4 

0 
Active  AUMs 390 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 390 0 

% Change  
compared to 

Ave actual use 
(320 AUMs) 
(1997-2011) 

Average actual 
use: +22% 

 

Average actual 
use: -100% 

 

% Change  
compared to 

Max actual use 
(531 AUMs) 
(1997-2011) 

Max actual use: 
 -27% 

Max actual 
use: -100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 
(10-year 
permit) 

No Change -100% 

 
Table C-1.11: Elephant Butte allotment (#513) Alternative 2 –4 comparison of data 

 Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 31 

Deferred Grazing 
Alternative 42 

Season-Based 

Cattle Number 72 72 72 
Active  AUMs 417 417 308 

Suspension AUMs 0 0 0 

Permitted AUMs 417 417 308 
% Change  compared 

to recent Average 
Actual Use (320) 

(1997-2011) 

Average Actual Use: +30% 
 

Average Actual Use: +30% 
 

Average Actual Use: -4% 
 

% Change  compared 
to recent Maximum 
Actual Use (531) 

(1997-2011) 

Max Actual Use: 
 -21% 

Max Actual Use:  
-21% 

Max Actual Use: 
 -42% 

% Change Compared  
to 

Current Authorized 
Active AUMs (10-year 

permit) 

+7% +7% -29% 

1Alternative 3 would defer the current grazing to fall use one in three years. Not to exceed average actual use by pasture; includes 
adding pasture 6 and 1,050 acres. Total allotment acres 7,044. 
2Alternative 4 would add rest into the current grazing schedule one out of three years. Not to exceed average actual use by 
pasture year 1 - 267 year 2 - 259 year 3 - 308; includes adding pasture 6. Total allotment acres 7044. 
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Table C-1.12: Ferris FFR allotment (#545) alternative comparison of data 
 Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 

Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 

Deferred 
Grazing1  

Alternative 4 
Season-Based1 

  

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 147 38 82 82 0 
Active  AUMs 150 150 150 150 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 150 150 150 150 0 

% Change  
compared to 

Ave actual use 
(105 AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Average actual 
use: +43% 

 

Average actual 
use: +43% 

 

Average actual 
use: +43% 

 

Average actual 
use: +43% 

 

Average actual 
use:  

-100% 
 

% Change  
compared to 
Max actual 

use (150 
AUMs) 

(2002-2011) 

Max actual 
use:  

No Change 

Max actual use:  
No Change 

Max actual use:  
No Change 

Max actual use:  
No Change 

Max actual use:  
-100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 
(10-year 
permit) 

No Change No Change No Change No Change -100% 

1Alternatives 3 and 4 based on 33 percent public land 
 
Table C-1.13: Franconi allotment (#558) alternative comparison of data 

 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 

Proposed Action1 

Alternative 3 

Deferred Grazing1 
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 118 32-118 32 0 
Active  AUMs 120 120 120 0 

Suspension AUMs 0 0 0 0 
Permitted AUMs 120 120 120 0 

Season of Use 12/1-12/30 3/1-2/281  - 
% Change  

compared to Ave 
actual use (90 

AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Average actual use: 
+33% 

 

Average actual use: 
+33% 

 

Average actual use: 
+33% 

 

Average actual use:  
-100% 

 

% Change  
compared to Max 
actual use (169 

AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Max actual use:  
-29% 

Max actual use: 
 -29% 

Max actual use: 
 -29% 

Max actual use:  
-100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized Active 

No Change No Change No Change -100% 
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 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 

Proposed Action1 

Alternative 3 

Deferred Grazing1 
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

AUMs (10-year 
permit) 

1Based on season-long grazing and 31 percent public land 
 
Table C-1.14: Jackson Creek allotment (#506) alternative comparison of data 

 
Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred 
Grazing  

Alternative 42 

Season-Based 
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 338 338 3384 3384 0 
Active  AUMs 1139 1139 948 719 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 1139 1139 9481 7192 0 

% Change  
compared to 

Ave actual use 
(1142 AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Average actual 
use: No Change 

 

Average actual 
use: No Change 

 

Average actual 
use: -17% 

 

Average actual 
use: -37% 

 

Average actual 
use: -100% 

 

Permitted 
AUMs 

% Change  
compared to 

Max actual use 
(1233 AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Max actual use: 
 -8% 

Max actual use: 
 -8% 

Max actual use: 
 -23% 

Max actual 
use: -42% 

Max actual use: 
 -100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 
(10-year 
permit) 

No Change No Change -17% -41%3 -100% 

1Average use by pasture 
2May not exceed average actual use by pasture in year 1 (650 AUMs) year 2 (647 AUMs) and year 3 (719 AUMs) 
3Alternative 4 changes are based on a 10-year permit. 
4Cattle numbers may vary up to 338, not to exceed AUMs per pasture. 
 
Table C-1.15: Joint allotment (#531) alternative comparison of data 

 
Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 31 

  
Alternative 41 

  
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 568 568 285 285 0 
Active  AUMs 1,089 1,089 601 601 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 1,089 1,089 601 601 0 
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Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 31 

  
Alternative 41 

  
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

% Change  
compared to 

Ave actual use 
(615 AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Average actual 
use: +77% 

 

Average actual 
use: +77% 

 

Average actual 
use: -2%  

 

Average actual 
use: -2%  

 

Average 
actual use:  

-100% 
 

% Change  
compared to 

Max actual use 
(1061 AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Max actual use: 
+3% 

Max actual use: 
+3% 

Max actual use: 
-43% 

Max actual use: 
-43% 

Max actual 
use: -100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 
(10-year 
permit) 

No Change No Change -45% -45% -100% 

1Alternatives 3 and 4 based on average actual use by pasture and stocking rates from ESDs.  Livestock numbers will not exceed 
285 head, not to exceed authorized AUMs by pasture. 
 
Table C-1.16: Lowry FFR allotment (477) alternative comparison of data 

 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 6 4 4 6 
Active  AUMs 6 6 6 0 

Suspension AUMs 0 0 0 0 
Permitted AUMs 6 6 6 6 

Season of Use 12/1-12/30 3/1-2/281 3/1-2/28 - 
% Change 

Compared  to 
Current 

Authorized Active 
AUMs (10-year 

permit)2 

No Change No Change No Change -100% 

1Based on 14 percent public land 
2Avg Use =6 AUMs Max Use = 6 AUMs 
 
Table C-1.17: Madriaga allotment (#557) alternative comparison of data 

 
Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 160 225 160 160 0 
Active  AUMs 865 865 6471 6471 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 865 865 647 647 0 

% Change  Average actual Average actual Average actual Average actual Average 
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Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

compared to 
Ave actual use 
(574 AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

use: +51% 
 

use: +51% 
 

use: +13% 
 

use: +13% 
 

actual use: 
 -100% 

 

% Change  
compared to 
Max actual 

use (908 
AUMs) 

(2002-2011) 

Max actual use: 
 -5% 

Max actual use: 
 -5% 

Max actual use:  
-29% 

Max actual use:  
-29% 

Max actual 
use: -100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 
(10-year 
permit) 

No Change No Change -25% -48%2 -100% 

1Alternatives 3 and 4 based on average actual use by pasture 
2Change reflects the life of the 10-year permit with added rest. 
 
Table C-1.18: Poison Creek allotment (#603) alternative comparison of data 

 

Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 
2 

Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

 
Alternative 

31 

Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 
42 

Season-
Based 

Alternative 
5 

Sheep to 
Cattle 

Conversion 

Alternative 
6 

No Grazing 

Cattle  
Sheep  

Horse Number 

174 
1,000 

5 

174 
1,600 

5 

174 
1,600 

5 

1743 

1,600 
5 

365 
0 
5 

0 
0 
0 

Active  AUMs 761 761 742 474 742 0 
Suspension 

AUMs 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 761 761 742 474 742 0 

% Change  
compared to 

Ave actual use 
(474 AUMs) 
(1997-2011) 

Average 
actual use: 

+61% 
 

Average 
actual use: 

+61% 
 

 
Average 

actual use: 
+57% 

 

Average 
actual use: 
No Change 

 

Average 
actual use: 

+57% 
 

Average 
actual use: -

100% 
 

% Change  
compared to 
Max actual 

use (742 
AUMs) 

(1997-2011) 

Max actual 
use:+3% 

Max actual 
use: +3% 

 
 

Max actual 
use: No 
Change 

Max actual 
use: -36% 

Max actual 
use: No 
Change 

Max actual 
use: -100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 
(10-year 

No Change No Change 

 
 
 

-2% -56% -2%  -100% 
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Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 
2 

Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

 
Alternative 

31 

Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 
42 

Season-
Based 

Alternative 
5 

Sheep to 
Cattle 

Conversion 

Alternative 
6 

No Grazing 

permit) 
1Alternative 3 would defer grazing to fall use 1 in 3 years.  
2Alternative 4 would not exceed average actual use and add rest into the current grazing schedule 2 out of 3 years.  
3Livestock numbers could change as long as they do not exceed 474 AUMs per year (could cut sheep numbers and add cow 
numbers) 
 
Table C-1.19: R Collins FFR allotment (#612) alternative comparison of data 

 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 24 9 0 
Active  AUMs 24 24 0 

Suspension AUMs 0 0 0 
Permitted AUMs 24 24 0 

Season of Use 12/1-12/30 3/1-2/281 - 
% Change Compared  

to 
Current Authorized 

Active AUMs (10-year 
permit)2 

No Change No Change -100% 

1Based on 23 percent public land 
2Avg Use = 24 AUMs Max Use = 24 AUMs 
 
Table C-1.20: Rat’s Nest allotment (#522) alternative comparison of data 

 
Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 31 

Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 42 

Season-Based 
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 323 

See Wild Rat Allotment 

 0 
Active  AUMs 557 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 160 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 717 0 

% Change  
compared to 

Ave actual use 
(458 AUMs) 
(1997-2011) 

Average actual 
use:  

+ 22% 
 

Average actual 
use:  

-100% 
 

% Change  
compared to 

Max actual use 
(605 AUMs) 
(1997-2011) 

Max actual use: 
-8% 

Max actual 
use: -100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 

No Change -100% 
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Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 31 

Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 42 

Season-Based 
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

(10-year 
permit) 

1Rats Nest becomes a pasture in the Wild-Rat allotment. 
 
Table C-1.21: Sands Basin allotment (#521) alternative comparison of data 

 
Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 23 

Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 31 

Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 42 

Season-Based 
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 723 723 600 600 0 
Active  AUMs 999 999 9123 5582 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 999 999 912 558 0 

% Change  
compared to 

Ave actual use 
(883 AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Average actual 
use: +13% 

 

Average actual 
use: +13% 

 

Average actual 
use: +3% 

 

Average actual 
use:  

-37% 
 

Average actual 
use: 

 -100% 
 

% Change  
compared to 

Max actual use 
(994 AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Max actual use: 
+1% 

Max actual use: 
+1% 

Max actual use: 
-8% 

Max actual 
use: -44% 

Max actual use: 
-100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 
(10-year 
permit) 

No Change No Change  -9% -53%4 -100% 

1Alternatives 3 would authorize 912 AUMs based on average actual use and splitting herd between two pastures.  
2Alternative 4 would authorize 381 AUMs in year 1, 558 AUMs in year 2; AUMs in every other year may not exceed average 
actual use by pasture.   
3Alternatives 2-4 will allow no double grazing in fall; trailing home may occur only from 10/1 to 10/30, not to exceed 6 days or 
88 AUMs.  
4Reduction in AUMs over the 10-year permit 
 
Table C-1.22: Soda Creek allotment (#652) alternative comparison of data 

 
Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

  

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 276 299 276 276 0 
Active  AUMs 501 7311 501 501 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 501 731 501 501 0 
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Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

  

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

% Change  
compared to 

Ave actual use 
(431 AUMs) 
(2000-2011) 

Average actual 
use: +16% 

 

Average actual 
use: +70% 

 

Average actual 
use: +16% 

 

Average actual 
use: +16% 

 

Average actual 
use:  

-100% 
 

% Change  
compared to 

Max actual use 
(711 AUMs) 
(2000-2011) 

Max actual use:  
-30% 

Max actual use: 
+3% 

Max actual use: 
-30% 

Max actual use: 
-30% 

Max actual 
use: -100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 
(10-year 
permit) 

No Change +46% No Change No Change -100% 

1698 Aums Jim Elordi and 33 Aums Elordi sheep camp in Pasture 6 only based on 24 percent public land. 
 
Table C-1.23: Stanford FFR allotment (#608) alternative comparison of data 

 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 

Applicant’s 
Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 112 33 33 0 
Active  AUMs 114 114 114 0 

Suspension AUMs 0 0 0 0 
Permitted AUMs 114 114 114 0 

Season of Use 12/1-12/31 3/1-2/282 3/1-2/282 - 
% Change 

Compared  to 
Current 

Authorized Active 
AUMs (10-year 

permit)2 

No Change No Change No Change -100% 

1Based on 29 percent public land 
2Avg Use = 114 AUMs Max Use = 114 AUMs 
 
Table C-1.24: Texas Basin FFR allotment (#472) alternative comparison of data 

 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 21 

Applicant’s Proposed 
Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 5 9 9 0 
Active  AUMs 5 5 5 0 

Suspension AUMs 0 0 0 0 
Permitted AUMs 5 5 5 0 

Season of Use 12/1-12/31 3/1-2/28 3/1-2/28 - 
% Change 

Compared  to 
Current 

Authorized Active 

No Change No Change No Change -100% 
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 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 21 

Applicant’s Proposed 
Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

AUMs (10-year 
permit)2 

1Based on 5 percent public land 
2Avg Use = 5 AUMs Max Use = 5 AUMs 
 
Table C-1.25: Trout Creek allotment (#529) alternative comparison of data 

 Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 

Applicant’s 
Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 123 129 123 0 
Active  AUMs 726 593 342 0 

Suspension AUMs 0 0 0 0 

Permitted AUMs 726 593 342 0 
% Change  

compared to Ave 
actual use (342 

AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Average actual use: 
+112% 

 

Average actual use: 
+73% 

 

Average actual use: 
No Change 

 

Average actual use: 
-100% 

 

% Change  
compared to Max 
actual use (725 

AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Max actual use:  
No Change 

Max actual use:  
-18% 

Max actual use: 
 -53% 

Max actual use:  
-100% 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current Authorized 
Active AUMs (10-

year permit) 

No Change -18% -53% -100% 

 
Table C-1.26: Trout Creek/ Lequerica allotment (#560) alternative comparison of data 

 
Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 31 

Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 42 

Season-Based 
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 52 121 52 52 0 
Active  AUMs 115 115 115 115 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 115 115 115 115 0 

% Change  
compared to 

Ave actual use 
(106 AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Average actual 
use: +8% 

 

Average actual 
use: +8% 

 

Average actual 
use: +8% 

 

Average actual 
use:+8% 

 

Average actual 
use:  

-100% 
 

% Change  
compared to 

Max actual use 
(131 AUMs) 
(2002-2011) 

Max actual use:  
-12% 

Max actual use: 
-12% 

Max actual use: 
-12% 

Max actual 
use: -12% 

Max actual use: 
-100% 
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Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 
Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 31 

Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 42 

Season-Based 
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 
(10-year 
permit) 

No Change No Change No Change No Change -100% 

1Spring grazing every other year  
2Spring grazing 1 in 3 years 
 
Table C-1.27: Wild Rat – Alternative 2 Applicant’s Proposed Action (combining Alkali Wildcat 
and Rats Nest Allotments) including Alternative 3 & 4 comparison of data. 

 Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

Pasture Alkali 
Wildcat 

Rat’s 
Nest Total Alkali 

Wildcat 
Rat’s 
Nest Total Alkali 

Wildcat 
Rat’s 
Nest Total 

Cattle 
Number 300 276 576 300 276 576 300 276 576 

Active  
AUMs 572 525 1097 572 525 1097 572 525 1097 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 572 525 1097 572 525 1097 572 525 1097 

Percent 
Change as 

compared to 
Average 

Actual use 
AUMs 

Average 
Actual 

Use 
(312): 
+83% 

 

Average 
Actual 

Use 
(458): 
+15% 

 

NA 

Average 
Actual 

Use 
(312): 
+83% 

 

Average 
Actual 

Use 
(458): 
+15% 

 

NA 

Average 
Actual 

Use 
(312): 
+83% 

 

Average 
Actual 

Use 
(458): 
+15% 

 

NA 

Percent 
Change as 

compared to 
Maximum 
Actual use 

AUMs 

Max 
Actual 

Use 
(602):  
-5% 

Max 
Actual 

Use 
(605):  
-13% 

NA 

Max 
Actual 

Use 
(602):  
-5% 

Max 
Actual 

Use 
(605): 
 -13% 

NA 

Max 
Actual 

Use 
(602): 
 -5% 

Max 
Actual 

Use 
(605):  
-13% 

NA 

% Change 
Compared  

to 
Current 

Authorized 
Active 

AUMs (10-
year permit) 

-8% -6% -7% -8% -6% -7% -63% -62% -63% 

1Removal of 1,050 acres in Alkali-Wildcat Pasture created pasture 6 in Elephant Butte of alternatives 2-4
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Appendix C-2: Alternative Comparison of Pasture Data 

 
Table C-2.1: Alkali-wildcat (514) alternative comparison of pasture data 

 Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons 
of Use by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 4/1-5/31 

NA 

Number 
of Days 

by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 61 

AUMs by 
Pasture 1 All 

Years 602 

Acres per 
AUM by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 10.3 
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Table C-2.2: Baxter Basin (530) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons 
of Use by 
Pasture 

1 
 

All 
Years 4/1-6/14 All Years 4/1-6/14 

Year 1 4/16-5/6  
Year 2 rest 
Year 3 5/18-6/14 

2 
 

All 
Years 4/1-6/14 All Years 4/1-6/14 

Year 1 5/7-6/7 
Year 2 4/1-5/2 
Year 3 rest 

3 
 

All 
Years 4/1-6/14 All Years 4/1-6/14 

Year 1 rest 
Year 2 5/3-6/14 
Year 3 4/1-5/17 

Number 
of Days 

by 
Pasture 

1 
 

All 
Years 76 All Years 76 

Year 1 36  
Year 2 36 
Year 3 36 

2 
 

All 
Years 76 All Years 76 

Year 1 32 
Year 2 32 
Year 3 32 

3 
 

All 
Years 76 All Years 76 

Year 1 48 
Year 2 48 
Year 3 48 

AUMs by 
Pasture 
(10 year 
average) 

1 
 

All 
Years 143 All Years 143 

Year 1 143  
Year 2 143 
Year 3 143 

2 
 

All 
Years 127 All Years 127 

Year 1 127 
Year 2 127 
Year 3 127 

3 
 

All 
Years 189 All Years 189 

Year 1 189 
Year 2 189 
Year 3 189 

Acres per 
AUM by 
Pasture 

1 
 

All 
Years 2.3 All Years 2.3 

Year 1 2.3 

 

Year 2 2.3 
Year 3 2.3 

2 
 

All 
Years 4.6 All Years 4.6 

Year 1 4.6 
Year 2 4.6 
Year 3 4.6 

3 All 2.7 All Years 2.7 Year 1 2.7 
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Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

 Years Year 2 2.7 
Year 3 2.7 

 
 
Table C-2.3: Blackstock Springs (515) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing  

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons 
of Use by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 5/1-11/15 All Years 5/1-11/15 

Year 1 5/15-8/31 Year 1 5/15-8/31 

NA 

Year 2 8/16-12/2 Year 2 9/1-12/18 
Year 3 6/19/10/5 Year 3 rest 

2 All 
Years 5/1-11/15 All Years 5/1-11/15 

Year 1 9/1-10/28 Year 1 rest 
Year 2 5/15-7/11 Year 2 7/5-8/31 
Year 3 10/6-12/2 Year 3 9/1-10/28 

3 All 
Years 5/1-11/15 All Years 5/1-11/15 

Year 1 10/29-
12/2 Year 1 9/1-10/5 

Year 2 7/12-8/15 Year 2 rest 
Year 3 5/15-6/18 Year 3 7/28-8/31 

Number 
of  Days 

by 
Pasture 
(Max) 

1 All 
Years 90 All Years 86 

Year 1 109 Year 1 109  
Year 2 109 Year 2 109 
Year 3 109 Year 3 0 

2 All 
Years 55 All Years 45 

Year 1 58 Year 1 0 
Year 2 58 Year 2 58 
Year 3 58 Year 3 58 

3 All 
Years 58 All Years 60 

Year 1 35 Year 1 35 
Year 2 35 Year 2 0 
Year 3 35 Year 3 35 

AUMs by 
Pasture 

(max 
actual 

use Alt 1 
&2,  

average 
actual 

1 
 

All 
Years 847 All Years 847 

Year 1 815 Year 1 815  
Year 2 815 Year 2 815 
Year 3 815 Year 3 0 

2 All 
Years 598 All Years 598 

Year 1 434 Year 1 0 
Year 2 434 Year 2 434 
Year 3 434 Year 3 434 

3 All 
Years 657 All Years 657 Year 1 257 Year 1 257 

Year 2 257 Year 2 0 



79 
 

 
Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing  

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

use  Alt 3 
&4) Year 3 257 Year 3 257 

Acres 
per AUM 

by 
Pasture 
(1997-
2011 

Average) 

1 All 
Years 8.2 All Years 8.2 

Year 1 8.5 Year 1 8.5 

 

Year 2 8.5 Year 2 8.5 
Year 3 8.5 Year 3 - 

2 
 

All 
Years 6.2 All Years 6.2 

Year 1 8.5 Year 1 - 
Year 2 8.5 Year 2 8.5 
Year 3 8.5 Year 3 8.5 

3 All 
Years 3.3(6.5)1 All Years 3.3 

Year 1 8.5 Year 1 8.5 
Year 2 8.5 Year 2 - 
Year 3 8.5 Year 3 8.5 

1Total pasture acres including private and state. 
 
Table C-2.4: Burgess (572) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons 
of Use by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 4/16-8/15 All Years 4/16-8/15 

Year 1 4/16-5/20 Year 1 4/16-5/20  

Year 2 7/12-8/15 Year 2 rest 
Year 3 rest 

3 All 
Years 4/16-8/15 All Years 4/16-8/15 

Year 1 5/21-8/15 Year 1 5/21-8/15 

Year 2 4/16-7/11 Year 2 rest 
Year 3 rest 

Number 
of Days 

by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 122 All Years 122 Year 1 35 Year 1 36  

Year 2 0 
Year 2 35 Year 3 0 

3 
All 

Years 122 All Years 122 
Year 1 87 Year 1 87 

Year 2 87 Year 2 0 
Year 3 0 

AUMs by 
Pasture 
(1997-
2011 

average 
actual 
use) 

1 All 
Years 67 All Years 67 

Year 1 67 Year 1 67  

Year 2 67 Year 2 0 
Year 3 0 

3 All 
Years 164 All Years 164 Year 1 164 Year 1 164 

Year 2 164 Year 2 0 



80 
 

 
Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Year 3 0 
Acres 

per AUM 
by 

Pasture 
(based on 

1997-
2011 

actual 
use) 

1 All 
Years 4.4 All Years 4.4 

Year 1 4.4 Year 1 4.4 

 

Year 2 4.4 Year 2 - 
Year 3 - 

3 All 
Years 5.4 All Years 5.4 

Year 1 5.4 Year 1 5.4 

Year 2 5.4 

Year 2 - 

Year 3 - 

 
Table C-2.5: Burgess FFR (638) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons of 
Use by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 

Season Long 
12/1-12/31 All Years 3/1-2/28 

Year 1 5/1-6/10 Year 1 5/1-6/10 

NA 
Year 2 8/14-9/23 Year 2 9/1-10/11 

Year 3 9/1-10/11 

2 All 
Years 

Season Long 
12/1-12/31 All Years 3/1-2/28 

Year 1 6/11/9/23 Year 1 6/11-9/23 

Year 2 5/1-8/13 Year 2 10/12-1/23 
Year 3 10/12-1/23 

Number 
of Days by 

Pasture 

1 All 
Years 41 All Years 41 Year 1 41 Year 1 41 

NA 

Year 2 41 
Year 2 41 Year 3 41 

2 
All 

Years 105 All Years 105 
Year 1 105 Year 1 105 

Year 2 105 Year 2 0 
Year 3 105 

AUMs by 
Pasture 
(1997-
2011 

average 
actual use) 

1 All 
Years 3 All Years 3 

Year 1 3 Year 1 3 

NA 

Year 2 3 Year 2 0 
Year 3 0 

2 All 
Years 8 All Years 8 

Year 1 8 Year 1 8 

Year 2 8 Year 2 0 
Year 3 0 

Acres per 
AUM by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 22.7 All Years 22.7 

Year 1 22.7 Year 1 22.7 
NA Year 2 22.7 Year 2 - 

Year 3 - 
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Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 
Alternative 2 

Applicant’s Proposed Action 
Alternative 3 

Deferred Grazing 
Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

(based on 
1997-2011 
actual use) 

2 All 
Years 22.7 All Years 22.7 

Year 1 22.7 Year 1 22.7 

Year 2 22.7 Year 2 - 
Year 3 - 
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Table C-2.6: Chimney Pot FFR allotment alternative comparison of allotment data 
 

Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 

Proposed Action 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Cattle Number 4 171 0 
Active  AUMs 4 4 0 

Suspension 
AUMs 0 0 0 

Permitted 
AUMs 4 4 0 

Season of Use 12/1-12/30 3/1-2/281 - 
# of days in 

pasture 31 365 0 

% Change 
Compared  to 

Current 
Authorized 

Active AUMs 
(permit) 

No Change No Change -100% 

AUMs 4 4 0 
Acres/AUMs 
for Allotment 6.0 6.0 0 

1Based on 2 percent public land 
 
Table C-2.7: Corral Creek FFR (602) alternative comparison of pasture data  
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing  

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons 
of Use 

by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 12/1-12/31 All 

Years 3/1-2/28 
Year 1 3/1-6/30 

NA 

Year 2 3/1-6/30 
Year 3 7/1-2/28 

2 All 
Years 12/1-12/31 All 

Years 3/1-2/28 
Year 1 7/1-2/28 
Year 2 7/1-2/28 
Year 3 3/1-6/30 

Number 
of  Days 

by 
Pasture 
(Max) 

1 All 
Years 31 All 

Years 365 
Year 1 122 

0 

Year 2 122 
Year 3 243 

2 All 
Years 31 All 

Years 365 
Year 1 243 
Year 2 243 
Year 3 122 

AUMs 
by 

Pasture 
(max 
actual 

use alt 1 
&2  

average 
actual 

use  alt 3 
&4) 

1 
 

All 
Years 9 All 

Years 9 

Year 1 2 

0 

Year 2 2 

Year 3 2(2 
cows) 

2 All 
Years 9 All 

Years 9 

Year 1 7 
Year 2 7 

Year 3 7(3 
cows) 

Acres 
per 

AUM by 
Pasture 
(1997-
2011 

Average) 

1 All 
Years 7.8 All 

Years 7.8 
Year 1 7.8 

0 

Year 2 7.8 
Year 3 7.8 

2 
 

All 
Years 7.8 All 

Years 7.8 

Year 1 7.8 
Year 2 7.8 

Year 3 7.8 
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Table C-2.8: Cow Creek (562) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 

Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons 
of Use 

by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 4/1-9/30 All 

Years 4/1-9/30 

Year 1 4/1-
6/30 

Year 
1 

4/1-
6/30 

 

Year 2 4/1-
6/30 

Year 
2 rest 

Year 3 Rest Year 
3 rest 

2 All 
Years 4/1-9/30 All 

Years 4/1-9/30 

Year 1 4/1-
6/30 

Year 
1 

4/1-
6/30 

Year 2 4/1-
6/30 

Year 
2 rest 

Year 3 Rest Year 
3 rest 

3 All 
Years 4/1-9/30 All 

Years 4/1-9/30 

Year 1 6/16-
9/30 

Year 
1 

7/1-
9/30 

Year 2 6/16-
9/30 

Year 
2 

9/1-
10/15 

Year 3 9/1-
11/15 

Year 
3 

9/1-
10/15 

4 All 
Years 4/1-9/30 All 

Years 4/1-9/30 

Year 1 6/16-
9/30 

Year 
1 

7/1-
9/30 

 

Year 2 6/16-
9/30 

Year 
2 

9/1-
10/15 

Year 3 6/16-
9/30 

Year 
3 

9/1-
10/15 

5 All 
Years 4/1-9/30 All 

Years 4/1-9/30 

Year 1 6/16-
9/30 

Year 
1 

7/1-
9/30 

Year 2 6/16-
9/30 

Year 
2 

9/1-
10/15 

Year 3 6/16-
9/30 

Year 
3 

9/1-
10/15 

Number 
of Days 

by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 183 All 

Years 183 

Year 1 18 Year 
1 18  

Year 2 18 Year 
2 0 

Year 3 0 Year 
3 0 

2 All 
Years 183 All 

Years 183 

Year 1 86 Year 
1 86 

Year 2 86 Year 
2 0 

Year 3 0 Year 
3 0 

3 All 
Years 183 All 

Years 183 

Year 1 28 Year 
1 0 

Year 2 28 Year 
2 28 

Year 3 28 Year 
3 28 

4 All 
Years 183 All 

Years 183 

Year 1 18 Year 
1 0 

Year 2 18 Year 
2 18 

Year 3 18 Year 
3 18 

5 All 183 All 183 Year 1 32 Year 32 
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Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 

Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Years Years 1 

Year 2 32 Year 
2 32 

Year 3 32 Year 
3 0 

AUMs 
by 

Pasture1 

1 All 
Years 175 All 

Years 175 

Year 1 124 Year 
1 124  

Year 2 124 Year 
2 0 

Year 3 0 Year 
3 0 

2 All 
Years 344 All 

Years 344 

Year 1 567 Year 
1 567 

Year 2 567 Year 
2 0 

Year 3 0 Year 
3 0 

3 All 
Years 96 All 

Years 96 

Year 1 182 Year 
1 0 

Year 2 182 Year 
2 182 

Year 3 182 Year 
3 182 

4 All 
Years 262 All 

Years 262 

Year 1 123 Year 
1 0 

Year 2 123 Year 
2 123 

Year 3 123 Year 
3 123 

5 All 
Years 179 All 

Years 179 

Year 1 214 Year 
1 214 

Year 2 214 Year 
2 214 

Year 3 214 Year 
3 0 

Acres 
per 

AUM 
by 

Pasture 

1 All 
Years 4.5 All 

Years 4.5 

Year 1 6.5 Year 
1 6.5 

 

Year 2 6.5 Year 
2 - 

Year 3 - Year 
3 - 

2 All 
Years 10.7 All 

Years 10.7 

Year 1 6.5 Year 
1 6.5 

Year 2 6.5 Year 
2 - 

Year 3 - Year 
3 - 

3 All 
Years 12.3 All 

Years 12.3 

Year 1 6.5 Year 
1 - 

Year 2 6.5 Year 
2 6.5 

Year 3 6.5 Year 
3 6.5 

4 All 
Years 3.0 All 

Years 3.0 
Year 1 6.5 Year 

1 - 

Year 2 6.5 Year 
2 6.5 
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Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s 

Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred 
Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Year 3 6.5 Year 
3 6.5 

5 
 

All 
Years 7.7 All 

Years 7.7 

Year 1 6.5 Year 
1 6.5 

Year 2 6.5 Year 
2 6.5 

Year 3 6.5 Year 
3 - 
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Table C-2.9: Elephant Butte (513) alternative comparison of pasture data 

 Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 

Applicant’s Proposed 
Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 

Season-Based 
Alternative 5 
No Grazing 

Seasons 
of Use by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 

3/15-5/31 
11/1-12/31 

4/1-5/31 
All Years 

11/1-5/15 
5/15-4/25 
4/25-5/31 

1of 3 years 

Year 1 11/1-
12/31 Year 1 11/1-12/31 

NA 

Year 2 3/15-5/31 Year 2 Rest 
Year 3 3/15-5/31 Year 3 3/15-5/31 

2 All 
Years 

3/15-5/31 
11/1-12/31 

4/1-5/31 
All Years 

11/1-5/15 
5/15-4/25 
4/25-5/31 

1of 3 years 

Year 1 3/15-5/31 Year 1 3/15-5/31 

Year 2 11/1-
12/31 Year 2 11/1-12/31 

Year 3 11/1-
12/31 Year 3 Rest 

3 All 
Years 

3/15-5/31 
11/1-12/31 

4/1-5/31 
All Years 

11/1-5/15 
5/15-4/25 
4/25-5/31 

1of 3 years 

Year 1 3/15-5/31 Year 1 Rest 
Year 2 3/15-5/31 Year 2 3/15-5/31 

Year 3 11/1-
12/31 Year 3 11/1-12/31 

4 All 
Years 

3/15-5/31 
11/1-12/31 

4/1-5/31 
All Years 

11/1-5/15 
5/15-4/25 
4/25-5/31 

1of 3 years 

Year 1 3/15-5/31 Year 1 3/15-5/15 

 

Year 2 11/1-
12/31 Year 2 11/1-12/31 

Year 3 3/15-5/31 Year 3 Rest 

5 All 
Years 

3/15-5/31 
11/1-12/31 

4/1-5/31 
All Years 

11/1-5/15 
5/15-4/25 
4/25-5/31 

1of 3 years 

Year 1 11/1-
12/31 Year 1 Rest 

Year 2 3/15-5/31 Year 2 3/15-5/31 
Year 3 3/15-5/31 Year 3 11/1-12/31 

6 NA NA All Years 

11/1-5/15 
5/15-4/25 
4/25-5/31 

1of 3 years 

Year 1 3/15-5/31 Year 1 11/1-12/31 
Year 2 3/15-5/31 Year 2 Rest 

Year 3 11/1-
12/31 Year 3 3/15-5/31 

Number 
of Days 

by 
Pasture 
(max) 

1 All 
Years 60 All Years 60 

Year 1 42 Year 1 42 

NA 

Year 2 42 Year 2 0 
Year 3 42 Year 3 42 

2 All 
Years 67 All Years 67 

Year 1 47 Year 1 47 
Year 2 47 Year 2 47 
Year 3 47 Year 3 0 

3 All 
Years 62 All Years 62 

Year 1 42 Year 1 0 
Year 2 42 Year 2 42 
Year 3 42 Year 3 42 

4 All 14 All Years 14 Year 1 9 Year 1 9 
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 Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 

Applicant’s Proposed 
Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 

Season-Based 
Alternative 5 
No Grazing 

Years Year 2 9 Year 2 0 
Year 3 9 Year 3 9 

5 All 
Years 50 All Years 50 

Year 1 34 Year 1 0 
Year 2 34 Year 2 34 
Year 3 34 Year 3 34 

6 NA NA All Years 54 
Year 1 38 Year 1 38 
Year 2 38 Year 2 0 
Year 3 38 Year 3 38 

AUMs by 
Pasture 
average 

 

1 All 
Years 118 All Years 118 

Year 1 83 Year 1 83 

NA 

Year 2 83 Year 2 0 
Year 3 83 Year 3 83 

2 All 
Years 133 All Years 133 

Year 1 92 Year 1 92 
Year 2 92 Year 2 92 
Year 3 92 Year 3 0 

3 All 
Years 122 All Years 122 

Year 1 83 Year 1 0 
Year 2 83 Year 2 83 
Year 3 83 Year 3 83 

4 All 
Years 27 All Years 27 

Year 1 17 Year 1 17 
Year 2 17 Year 2 17 
Year 3 17 Year 3 0 

5 All 
Years 99 All Years 99 

Year 1 67 Year 1 0 
Year 2 67 Year 2 67 
Year 3 67 Year 3 67 

6 NA NA All Years 105 
Year 1 75 Year 1 75 
Year 2 75 Year 2 0 
Year 3 75 Year 3 75 

Acres per 
AUM by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 14.2 All Years 14.2 

Year 1 20.2 Year 1 20.2 

NA 

Year 2 20.2 Year 2 - 
Year 3 20.2 Year 3 20.2 

2 All 
Years 13.0 All Years 13.0 

Year 1 19.0 Year 1 19.0 
Year 2 19.0 Year 2 19.0 
Year 3 19.0 Year 3 - 

3 All 
Years 17.4 All Years 17.4 

Year 1 26.0 Year 1 - 
Year 2 26.0 Year 2 26.0 
Year 3 26.0 Year 3 26.0 

4 All 16.8 All Years 16.8 Year 1 27.0 Year 1 27.0 



88 
 

 Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 

Applicant’s Proposed 
Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 

Season-Based 
Alternative 5 
No Grazing 

Years Year 2 27.0 Year 2 27.0 
Year 3 27.0 Year 3 - 

5 All 
Years 9.6 All Years 9.6 

Year 1 14.2 Year 1 - 
Year 2 14.2 Year 2 14.2 
Year 3 14.2 Year 3 14.2 

6 
(1050) NA NA All Years 10.0 

Year 1 14.0 Year 1 - 
Year 2 14.0 Year 2 14.0 
Year 3 14.0 Year 3 14.0 

 
 
Table C-2.10: Ferris FFR (545) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
 Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-based  

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons of 
Use by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 

Season long 
12/1-12/31 All Years Season long 

12/1-12/31 

Year 1 5/15-7/16 Year 1 5/15-7/17 

NA 

Year 2 8/28-10/29 Year 2 9/1-11/2 
Year 3 8/8-10/9 Year 3 9/1-11/2 

2 All 
Years 

Season long 
12/1-12/31 All Years Season long 

12/1-12/31 

Year 1 7/17-8/5 Year 1 7/18-8/6 
Year 2 5/15-6/3 Year 2 11/3-11/22 

Year 3 10/10-
10/29 Year 3 11/3-11/22 

3 All 
Years 

Season long 
12/1-12/31 All Years Season long 

12/1-12/31 

Year 1 8/6-10/29 Year 1 8/7-12/5 
 Year 2 6/4-8/27 Year 2 11/23-2/15 

Year 3 5/15-8/7 Year 3 11/23-2/25 

Number 
of Days by 

Pasture 

1 All 
Years 63 All Years 63 

Year 1 64 Year 1 31 

NA 

Year 2 64 Year 2 46 
Year 3 64 Year 3 46 

2 All 
Years 20 All Years 20 

Year 1 20 Year 1 60 
Year 2 20 Year 2 46 
Year 3 20 Year 3 46 

3 All 
Years 85 All Years 85 

Year 1 121 Year 1 46 
Year 2 121 Year 2 46 
Year 3 121 Year 3 46 

AUMs by 
Pasture 

(based on 
1997-2011 
average) 

1 All 
Years 56 All Years 56 

Year 1 56 Year 1 56 

NA 
Year 2 56 Year 2 56 
Year 3 56 Year 3 56 

2 All 
Years 18 All Years 18 Year 1 18 Year 1 18 

Year 2 18 Year 2 18 
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Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 
Alternative 2 

Applicant’s Proposed Action 
Alternative 3 

 Deferred Grazing 
Alternative 4 
Season-based  

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Year 3 18 Year 3 18 

3 All 
Years 76 All Years 76 

Year 1 76 Year 1 76 
Year 2 76 Year 2 76 
Year 3 76 Year 3 76 

Acres per 
AUM by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 7.0 All Years 7.0 

Year 1 7.0 Year 1 7.0 

NA 

Year 2 7.0 Year 2 7.0 
Year 3 7.0 Year 3 7.0 

2 All 
Years 7.0 All Years 7.0 

Year 1 7.0 Year 1 7.0 
Year 2 7.0 Year 2 7.0 
Year 3 7.0 Year 3 7.0 

3 All 
Years 7.0 All Years 7.0 

Year 1 7.0 Year 1 7.0 
Year 2 7.0 Year 2 7.0 
Year 3 7.0 Year 3 7.0 

 
Table C-2.11: Franconi (558) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons 
of Use by 
Pasture 

1 All Years 12/1-12/30 
Spring 

Year 1 3/1-2/28 Year 1 3/19-5/8 

NA 

Year 2 3/1-2/28 Year 2 3/19-5/8 
Year 3 3/1-2/28 Year 3 9/1-10/21 

2 All Years 12/1-12/30 
Summer 

Year 1 3/1-9/30 Year 1 5/9-8/31 
Year 2 3/1-9/30 Year 2 5/9-8/31 
Year 3 7/1-9/30 Year 3 10/22-2/13 

3 All Years 12/1-12/30 
Fall 

Year 1 3/1-2/28 Year 1 9/1-2/28 
Year 2 9/1-2/28 Year 2 9/1-2/28 
Year 3 3/1-9/30 Year 3 2/14-8/31 

Number 
of Days 

by 
Pasture 

1 All Years 31 
Year 1 365 Year 1 51 

0 

Year 2 Year 2 51 
Year 3  Year 3 51 

2 All Years 31 
Year 1 214 Year 1 115 
Year 2 214 Year 2 115 
Year 3 181 Year 3 115 

3 All Years 31 
Year 1 181 Year 1 119 
Year 2 181 Year 2 119 
Year 3 214 Year 3 119 

AUMs by 
Pasture 

(based on 
1 All Years 61 All Years 50 

Year 1 16 
0 Year 2 16 

Year 3 16 
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Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 
Alternative 2 

Applicant’s Proposed Action 
Alternative 3 

Deferred Grazing 
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

1997-
2011 

average) 
2 All Years 63 All Years 50 

Year 1 38 
Year 2 38 
Year 3 38 

3 All Years 30 All Years 20 
Year 1 68 
Year 2 68 
Year 3 68 

Acres per 
AUM by 
Pasture 

1 All Years 1.3 All Years 5.2 
Year 1 5.2 

0 

Year 2 5.2 
Year 3 5.5 

2 All Years 3.1 All Years 5.2 
Year 1 5.2 

Year 2 5.2 
Year 3 5.2 

3 All Years 11.7 All Years 5.2 
Year 1 5.2 

Year 2 5.2 
Year 3 5.2 

 
Table C-2.12: Jackson Creek (506) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 Pasture Alternative 1  

No Action 
Alternative 2  

Applicant’s Proposed Action 
Alternative 32 

Deferred Grazing 
Alternative 4  

Resource-based 
Alternative 6  
No Grazing 

Seasons of 
Use by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 4/16-10/31 All Years 4/16-10/31 

Year 1 6/27-7/15 Year 1 4/15-5/30 NA 
Year 2 8/13-8/31 Year 2 - 
Year 3 7/26-8/13 Year 3 - 

2 All 
Years 4/16-10/31 All Years 4/16-10/31 

Year 1 7/16-8/2 Year 1 - 
Year 2 6/27-7/14 Year 2 4/15-5/15 
Year 3 8/14-8/31 Year 3 - 

3 All 
Years 4/16-10/31 All Years 4/16-10/31 

Year 1 8/3-8/31 Year 1 - 
Year 2 7/15-8/12 Year 2 - 
Year 3 6/27-7/25 Year 3 4/15-5/30 

4/5 All 
Years 4/16-10/31 All Years 4/16-10/31 

Year 1 9/1-11/25 Year 1 7/1-10/30 
Year 2 9/1-11/25 Year 2 9/1-11/25 
Year 3 9/1-11/25 Year 3 9/1-11/25 

Number 
of Days by 

Pasture 

1 All 
Years 60 All Years 21+5 

Year 1 19 Year 1 19 

NA 

Year 2 19 Year 2 0 
Year 3 19 Year 3 0 

2 All 
Years 60 All Years 10+5 

Year 1 18 Year 1 0 
Year 2 18 Year 2 18 
Year 3 18 Year 3 0 

3 
All 

Years 60 All Years 21+5 Year 1 29 Year 1 0 
Year 2 29 Year 2 0 
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 Pasture Alternative 1  
No Action 

Alternative 2  
Applicant’s Proposed Action 

Alternative 32 

Deferred Grazing 
Alternative 4  

Resource-based 
Alternative 6  
No Grazing 

Year 3 29 Year 3 29 

4/5 
All 

Years 120 All Years 70+10 
Year 1 86 Year 1 86 
Year 2 86 Year 2 86 
Year 3 86 Year 3 86 

AUMs by 
Pasture 
(1997-
2011 

Average) 

1 All 
Years 116 All Years 136 

Year 1 116 Year 1 116 

NA 

Year 2 116 Year 2 0 
Year 3 116 Year 3 0 

2 All 
Years 113 All Years 113 

Year 1 113 Year 1 0 
Year 2 113 Year 2 113 
Year 3 113 Year 3 0 

3 All 
Years 185 All Years 110 

Year 1 185 Year 1 0 
Year 2 185 Year 2 0 
Year 3 185 Year 3 185 

4/5 All 
Years 752 All Years 780 

Year 1 534 Year 1 534 
Year 2 534 Year 2 534 
Year 3 534 Year 3 534 

Acres per 
AUM by 
Pasture 

(based on 
current 10 
year max 

actual use) 

1 All 
Years 11.9 All Years 10.1 

Year 1 11.9 Year 1 11.9 

NA 

Year 2 11.9 Year 2 - 
Year 3 11.9 Year 3 - 

2 All 
Years 5.3 All Years 5.3 

Year 1 5.3 Year 1 - 
Year 2 5.3 Year 2 5.3 
Year 3 5.3 Year 3 - 

3 All 
Years 6.4 All Years 10.7 

Year 1 6.4 Year 1 - 
Year 2 6.4 Year 2 - 
Year 3 6.4 Year 3 6.4 

4/5 All 
Years 3.5 All Years 3.4 

Year 1 5.01 Year 1 5.0 
NA Year 2 5.0 Year 2 5.0 

Year 3 5.0 Year 3 5.0 
1Based on equivalent stocking rate with state land 
2Season of use would not exceed AUMs by pasture. 
 
Table C-2.13: Joint (531) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons of 
Use by 
Pasture 

2 All 
Years 

4/1-7/15 
10/1-11/15 All Years 4/1-7/15 

10/1-11/15 

Year 1 4/16-5/29 Year 1 4/16-5/29  
Year 2 10/1-11/13 Year 2 10/1-11/13 
Year 3 4/16-5/29 Year 3 10/1-11/13 

3 All 
Years 

4/1-7/15 
10/1-11/15 All Years 4/1-7/15 

10/1-11/15 
Year 1 5/30-7/1 Year 1 5/30-7/1 
Year 2 11/14-12/16 Year 2 11/14-12/16 
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Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 
Alternative 2 

Applicant’s Proposed Action 
Alternative 3 

Deferred Grazing 
Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Year 3 5/30-7/1 Year 3 11/14-12/16 

4 All 
Years 

4/1-7/15 
10/1-11/15 All Years 4/1-7/15 

10/1-11/15 

Year 1 7/2-7/15 Year 1 7/2-7/15  
Year 2 12/17-12/30 Year 2 12/17-12/30 
Year 3 7/2-7/15 Year 3 12/17-12/30 

Number of 
Days by 
Pasture 

2 All 
Years 42 All Years 42 

Year 1 44 Year 1 44  
Year 2 44 Year 2 44 
Year 3 44 Year 3 44 

3 All 
Years 40 All Years 40 

Year 1 33 Year 1 33 
Year 2 33 Year 2 33 
Year 3 33 Year 3 33 

4 All 
Years 30 All Years 30 

Year 1 14 Year 1 14 
Year 2 14 Year 2 14 
Year 3 14 Year 3 14 

AUMs by 
Pasture 

(based on 
1997-2011 
average) 

2 All 
Years 293 All Years 293 

Year 1 293 Year 1 293  
Year 2 293 Year 2 293 
Year 3 293 Year 3 293 

3 All 
Years 296 All Years 296 

Year 1 216 Year 1 216 
Year 2 216 Year 2 216 
Year 3 216 Year 3 216 

4 All 
Years 144 All Years 144 

Year 1 92 Year 1 92 
Year 2 92 Year 2 92 
Year 3 92 Year 3 92 

Acres per 
AUM by 
Pasture 

2 All 
Years 5.5 All Years 5.5 

Year 1 5.5 Year 1 5.5 

 

Year 2 5.5 Year 2 5.5 
Year 3 5.5 Year 3 5.5 

3 All 
Years 3.6 All Years 3.6 

Year 1 4.91 Year 1 4.9 
Year 2 4.9 Year 2 4.9 
Year 3 4.9 Year 3 4.9 

4 All 
Years 3.3 All Years 3.3 

Year 1 5.21 Year 1 5.2 
Year 2 5.2 Year 2 5.2 
Year 3 5.2 Year 3 5.2 

1Stocking rate based on ESD 
 
Table C-2.14: Lowry FFR (477) alternative comparison of pasture data 

 Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons of Use by Pasture 1 All Years 12/1-12/30 3/1-2/281 

Year 1 3/1-8/31 

NA 

Year 2 3/1-8/31 

Year 3 9/1-2/28 

Number of Days by Pasture 1 All Years 31 365 
Year 1 184 
Year 2 184 
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 Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Year 3 181 

AUMs by Pasture 1 All Years 6 6 
Year 1 6 
Year 2 6 
Year 3 6 

Acres per AUM by Pasture 1 All Years 6.2 6.2 
Year 1 6.2 
Year 2 6.2 
Year 3 6.2 

 
Table C-2.15: Madriaga (557) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons 
of Use by 
Pasture 

1&3 All 
Years 4/16-9/30 

Year 1 7/1-9/30 Year 1 6/1-8/31 Year 1 6/1-8/31  
Year 2 7/1-9/30 Year 2 9/1-12/1 Year 2 9/1-12/1 
Year 3 4/15-6/30 Year 3 rest 

2 All 
Years 4/16-9/30 

Year 1 4/15-6/30  Year 1 9/1-11/15 Year 1 9/1-11/15 
Year 2 4/15-6/30 Year 2 6/17-8/31 Year 2 6/17-8/31 
Year 3 7/1-9/30 Year 3 rest 

Number 
of Days 

by 
Pasture 

1&3 All 
Years 60 

Year 1 77  Year 1 92 Year 1 90  
Year 2 77 Year 2 76 
Year 3 92 Year 2 92 Year 3 0 

2 All 
Years 60 

Year 1  92 Year 1 76 Year 1 76 
Year 2 92 Year 2 76 Year 2 90 
Year 3 77 Year 3 0 

AUMs by 
Pasture 

(based on 
current 
10 year 
average 
actual 
use) 

1&3 All 
Years 362 All Years 484 

Year 1 362 Year 1 362  

Year 2 362 Year 2 362 
Year 3 0 

2 All 
Years 285 All Years 381 

Year 1 285 Year 1 285 

Year 2 285 
Year 2 285 

Year 3 0 

Acres 
per AUM 

by 
1&3 All 

Years 7.1 All Years 5.6 
Year 1 7.1 Year 1 7.1 

 Year 2 7.1 Year 2 7.1 
Year 3 - 
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Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Pasture 
(based on 
current 
10 year 

avg. 
actual 
use) 

2 All 
Years 4.8 All Years 3.7 

Year 1 4.8 Year 1 4.8 

Year 2 4.8 

Year 2 4.8 

Year 3 - 

 
Table C-2.16: Poison Creek (603) alternative comparison of pasture data 

 Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

 
Alternative 5 

Sheep to Cattle 
Conversion 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons 
of Use by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 4/1-5/31 All Years 4/1-5/31 

Year 1 4/1-5/31 Year 1 4/1-5/31 Year 1 4/1-5/31 

NA Year 2 4/1-5/31 Year 2 10/1-
10/31 Year 2 4/1-5/31 

Year 3 10/15-
11/30 Year 3 rest Year 3 10/15-

11/30 
Number 
of Days 

by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 61 All Years 61 

Year 1 61 Year 1 61 Year 1 61 

0 Year 2 61 Year 2 0 Year 2 61 

Year 3 61 Year 3 0 Year 3 61 

AUMs 
by 

Pasture 
1 All 

Years 474 All Years 761 
Year 1 742 Year 1 474 Year 1 742 

0 Year 2 742 Year 2 0 Year 2 742 
Year 3 742 Year 3 0 Year 3 742 

Acres 
per 

AUM by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 7.1 All Years 6.9 

Year 1 7.1 Year 1 11.1 Year 1 7.1 

0 Year 2 7.1 Year 2 - Year 2 7.1 
Year 3 7.1 Year 3 - Year 3 7.1 

 
Table C-2.17: Rats Nest (522) alternative comparison of pasture data 

 Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons of Use by Pasture 1 All Years 4/1-5/27 NA 
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 Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Number of Days by Pasture 1 All Years 57 0 

AUMs by Pasture 1 All Years 458 0 

Acres per AUM by Pasture 1 All Years 10.6 0 

 
Table C-2.18: Sands Basin (521) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons of 
Use by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 

4/1-6/5 
10/1-10/31 All Years 

4/1-4/21 
±7days 

10/1-11/30 

Year 1 4/1-4/30 Year 1 4/1-4/30 

NA 

Year 2 9/1-9/30 Year 2 rest 

2 All 
Years 

4/1-6/5 
10/1-10/31 All Years 

4/1-4/21 
±7days 

10/1-11/30 

Year 1 4/1-4/30 Year 1 5/1-6/5 

Year 2 9/1-9/30 Year 2 rest 

3 All 
Years 

4/1-6/5 
10/1-10/31 All Years 

4/15-
5/25±7days 
10/1-11/30 

Year 1 5/1-6/5 Year 1 rest 

Year 2 10/1-11/5 Year 2 4/1-4/30 

4 All 
Years 

4/1-6/5 
10/1-10/31 All Years 

4/15-
5/25±7days 
10/1-11/30 

Year 1 5/1-6/5 Year 1 rest 

Year 2 10/1-11/5 Year 2 5/1-6/5 

Number 
of Days by 

Pasture 
(max not 
to exceed 

permitted) 

1 All 
Years 64 All Years 64 

Year 1 30 Year 1 30 

0 

Year 2 30 Year 2 0 

2 All 
Years 58 All Years 58 Year 1 35 Year 1 35 

Year 2 35 Year 2 0 

3 All 
Years 30 All Years 30 Year 1 30 Year 1 0 

Year 2 30 Year 2 30 

4 
All 

Years 63 All Years 63 
Year 1 35 Year 1 0 
Year 2 35 Year 2 35 

AUMs by 
Pasture 

(based on 

1 All 
Years 193 All Years 193 Year 1 207 Year 1 193 

0 Year 2 207 Year 2 0 
2 All 239 All Years 239 Year 1 249 Year 1 0 
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Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 
Alternative 2 

Applicant’s Proposed Action 
Alternative 3 

Deferred Grazing 
Alternative 4 
Season-Based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

average 
actual use 

1997-
2011) 

Years Year 2 249 Year 2 239 

3 All 
Years 188 All Years 188 

Year 1 207 Year 1 188 
Year 2 207 Year 2 0 

4 All 
Years 319 All Years 319 

Year 1 249 Year 1 0  
Year 2 249 Year 2 319 

Acres per 
AUM by 
Pasture 

(based on 
1997-2011 
avg. use) 

1 All 
Years 7.5 All Years 7.5 

Year 1 6.9 Year 1 7.5 

 

Year 2 6.9 Year 2 - 

2 All 
Years 12.3 All Years 12.2 Year 1 14.1 Year 1 12.3 

Year 2 14.1 Year 2 - 

3 All 
Years 10.1 All Years 10.1 Year 1 9.2 Year 1 - 

Year 2 9.2 Year 2 10.1 

4 All 
Years 14.4 All Years 14.4 

Year 1 18.4 Year 1 - 
 

Year 2 18.4 Year 2 14.4 
 
Table C-2.19: Soda Creek (652) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed Action1 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons of 
Use by 
Pasture 

 

1 All 
Years 6/1-10/31 All Years 6/1-7/30 

Year 1 6/1-6/20 Year 1 6/1-6/20  
Year 2 12/21-1/9 Year 2 12/21-1/9 
Year 3 6/1-6/20 Year 32 9/1-1/31 

2 All 
Years 6/1-10/31 All Years 6/1-7/30 

Year 1 6/21-7/2 Year 1 6/21-7/2 
Year 2 12/9-12/20 Year 2 12/9-12/20 
Year 3 6/21-7/2 Year 32 9/1-1/31 

3/6 All 
Years 6/1-10/31 All Years 7/1-10/31 

Year 1 7/3-10/9 Year 1 7/3-10/9  
Year 2 9/1-12/8 Year 2 9/1-12/8 
Year 3 7/3-10/9 Year 32 9/1-1/31 

5 All 
Years 6/1-10/31 All Years 7/1-10/31 

Year 1 10/10-10/31 Year 1 10/10-10/31 
Year 2 8/10-8/31 Year 2 8/10-8/31 
Year 3 10/10-10/31 Year 32 9/1-1/31 

Number 
of Days by 

Pasture 

1 All 
Years 153 All Years 60 All Years 20 

Year 1 20  
Year 2 20 
Year 3 20 

2 All 
Years 153 All Years 60 All Years 12 

Year 1 12 
Year 2 12 
Year 3 12 

3/6 All 
Years 153 All Years 92 All Years 99 Year 1 99 

Year 2 99 
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Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 
Alternative 2 

Applicant’s Proposed Action1 
Alternative 3 

Deferred Grazing 
Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Year 3 99 

5 All 
Years 153 All Years 92 All Years 22 

Year 1 22 
Year 2 22 
Year 3 22 

AUMs by 
Pasture 

(Average 
1997-
2011) 

1 All 
Years 131 All Years 80 All Years 36 

  

Year 1 36  
Year 2 36 
Year 3 36 

2 All 
Years 88 All Years 135 All Years 50 

Year 1 50 
Year 2 50 
Year 3 50 

3/6 All 
Years 236 All Years 874 All Years 395 

Year 1 395 
Year 2 395 
Year 3 395 

5 All 
Years 37 All Years 48 All Years 19 

Year 1 19 
Year 2 19 
Year 3 19 

Acres per 
AUM by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 1.7 All Years 2.7 All Years 6.0 

Year 1 6.0 

 

Year 2 6.0 
Year 3 6.0 

2 All 
Years 3.4 All Years 2.2 All Years 6.0 

Year 1 6.0 
Year 2 6.0 
Year 3 6.0 

3/6 All 
Years 7.9 All Years 2.7   

 All Years 6.0 

Year 1 6.0 
Year 2 6.0 
Year 3 6.0 

5 All 
Years 2.9 All Years 2.2  All Years 6.0 

Year 1 6.0 
Year 2 6.0 
Year 3 6.0 

1Pasture 6 (splits pasture 3) with 33 AUMs (15.3 AUMs per acre) and 5 horses. Pasture 4 is all private. 
2Year 3 not to exceed days per pasture 
 
Table C-2.20: Stanford FFR (608) alternative comparison of pasture data 

 Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons of Use by Pasture 1 All Years 12/1-12/30 3/1-2/281 

Year 1 3/1-8/31 

NA Year 2 3/1-8/31 

Year 3 9/1-2/28 
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 Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Number of Days by Pasture 1 All Years 31 365 
Year 1 184 
Year 2 184 
Year 3 181 

AUMs by Pasture 1 All Years 24 24 

Year 1 114 

Year 2 114 

Year 3 114 

Acres per AUM by Pasture 1 All Years 4.9 4.9 
Year 1 4.9 
Year 2 4.9 
Year 3 4.9 

 
Table C-2.21: Texas Basin FFR (472) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing  

Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons of 
Use by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 12/1-12/31 All Years 3/1-2/28 

Year 1 3/1-6/30 

NA 

Year 2 3/1-6/30 
Year 3 7/1-2/28 

2 All 
Years 12/1-12/31 All Years 3/1-2/28 

Year 1 7/1-2/28 
Year 2 7/1-2/28 
Year 3 3/1-6/30 

Number of  
Days by 
Pasture 
(Max) 

1 All 
Years 31 All Years 365 

Year 1 122 

0 

Year 2 122 
Year 3 243 

2 All 
Years 31 All Years 365 

Year 1 243 
Year 2 243 
Year 3 122 

AUMs by 
Pasture 

(max actual 
use alt 1 &2  

average 
actual use  
alt 3 &4) 

1 
 

All 
Years 5 All Years 5 

Year 1 2 

0 

Year 2 2 
Year 3 2 (10 cows) 

2 All 
Years 5 All Years 5 

Year 1 3 
Year 2 3 
Year 3 3 (8 cows) 

Acres per 
AUM by 1 All 

Years 16.2 All Years 16.2 Year 1 16.2 0 Year 2 16.2 
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Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 
Alternative 2 

Applicant’s Proposed Action 
Alternative 3 

Deferred Grazing  
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Pasture 
(1997-2011 
Average) 

Year 3 16.2 

2 
 

All 
Years 16.2 All Years 16.2 

Year 1 16.2 
Year 2 16.2 
Year 3 16.2 

 
Table C-2.22: Trout Creek (529) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 32 

Deferred Grazing 
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Seasons 
of Use by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 4/1-5/15 

Year 1 6/6-8/312 Year 1 6/28-8/6 

NA 

Year 2 8/7-10/31 Year 2 9/1-10/10  
Year 3 4/1-6/26 Year 3 7/23-8/31 

2 All 
Years 5/16-8/15 

Year 1 4/1-4/22  Year 1 8/7-8/31 
Year 2 5/15-6/5 Year 2 7/18-8/11  
Year 3 8/26-9/18 Year 3 9/1-9/25 

3 All 
Years 8/16-9/30 

Year 1  4/23-6/5 Year 1 9/1-9/20 
Year 2 4/1-5/142 Year 2 8/12-8/31  
Year 3 9/19-10/31 Year 3 7/3-7/22 

Number 
of Days 

by 
Pasture 

1 All 
Years 45 

Year 1 
 87 

Year 1 40 

0 

Year 2 Year 2 40 
Year 3 Year 3 40 

2 All 
Years 92 

Year 1 
 22 

Year 1 25 
Year 2 Year 2 25 
Year 3 Year 3 25 

3 
All 

Years 46 
Year 1 

 44 
Year 1 20 

Year 2 Year 2 20 
Year 3 Year 3 20 

AUMs by 
Pasture 

(based on 
current 
10 year 
average 
actual 
use) 

1 All 
Years 157 

Year 1 
338 

Year 1 158 

0 

Year 2 Year 2 158 
Year 3 Year 3 158 

2 All 
Years 97 

Year 1 
85 

Year 1 98 
Year 2 Year 2 98 
Year 3 Year 3 98 

3 All 
Years 84 

Year 1 
170 

Year 1 84 
Year 2 Year 2 84 
Year 3 Year 3 84 
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Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 32 

Deferred Grazing 
Alternative 6 
No Grazing 

Acres per 
AUM by 
Pasture 

(based on 
current 
10 year 
actual 
use-

average) 

1 All 
Years 13.3 

Year 1 
5.3 

Year 1 13.3 

0 

Year 2 Year 2 13.3 
Year 3 Year 3 13.3 

2 All 
Years 3.91 

Year 1 
4.5 

Year 1 3.9 
Year 2 Year 2 3.9 
Year 3 Year 3 3.9 

3 All 
Years 10.5 

Year 1 
5.2 

Year 1 10.5 
Year 2 Year 2 10.5 
Year 3 Year 3 10.5 

1Previous signed determination indicates the allotment is not meeting Standards but livestock grazing is not causal factor (Exotics is the causal factor). 
2Cattle will be split between overlapping dates with Trout Creek/Lequerica allotment. 
 
Table C-2.23: Trout Creek/ Lequerica (560) alternative comparison of pasture data 
 

Pasture Alternative 1 
No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 
6 

No Grazing 

Seasons of Use by Pasture 

1 All 
Years 

6/1-
10/31 

Year 1 8/31-10/31  Year 
1 

6/15-
8/31 

Year 
1 6/15-8/31  

Year 2 6/6-8/6 Year 
2 

9/1-
11/15 

Year 
2 9/1-11/15 

Year 3 6/27-8/27 Year 
3 

11/16-
12/31 

2 All 
Years 

6/1-
10/31 

Year 1  6/1-6/172 Year 
1 

9/1-
11/15 

Year 
1 9/1-11/15 

Year 2 6/1-6/17 Year 
2 

6/15-
8/31 

Year 
2 6/15-8/31 

Year 3 9/1-9/172 Year 
3 9/1-11/15 

Number of Days by Pasture 

1 All 
Years 153 

Year 1 62 Year 
1 76 

Year 
1 61  

Year 2 62 Year 
2 76 

Year 3 62 Year 
2 77 Year 

3 76 

2 All 
Years 153 Year 1 17 Year 

1 77 Year 
1 92 

Year 2 17 Year 76 Year 76 
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Pasture Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Action 

Alternative 3 
Deferred Grazing 

Alternative 4 
Season-based 

Alternative 
6 

No Grazing 
2 2 

Year 3 17 Year 
3 76 

AUMs by Pasture 
(1997-2011 average actual 

use) 

1 All 
Years 97 

Year 1 103 Year 
1 104 Year 

1 104  

Year 2 103 Year 
2 104 

Year 
2 104 

Year 3 103 Year 
3 104 

2 All 
Years 12 

Year 1  11 Year 
1 18 Year 

1 18 

Year 2 11 Year 
2 18 

Year 
2 18 

Year 3 11 Year 
3 18 

Acres per AUM by Pasture 
(1997-2011 average actual 

use) 

1 All 
Years 7.2 

Year 1 4.4  Year 
1 7.2 Year 

1 7.2 

 

Year 2 4.4 Year 
2 7.2 

Year 
2 7.2 

Year 3 4.4 Year 
3 7.2 

2 All 
Years 3.11 

Year 1  4.8 Year 
1 3.1 Year 

1 3.1 

Year 2 4.8 Year 
2 3.1 

Year 
2 3.1 

Year 3 4.8 Year 
3 3.1 

1Meeting upland Standard based on stocking rate; deferment and rest will improve riparian areas. 
2Cattle will be split between overlapping dates with Trout Creek/Lequerica allotment. 
 



Appendix D – Permittee Applications for Permit Renewal 

Ted Blackstock Application/Grazing Use and Management 
Amended / Clarified Proposal 12/14/2012 
 
Elephant Butte Allotment 

Mandatory terms and conditions: 

 The total authorized use is 501 AUMs, consisting of 417 active 
use AUMs and 84 exchange of use AUMs. 

 The season of use begins November 1 and ends May 31. 
 The number of livestock may vary among pastures within the 

authorized season of use as long as the total active permitted use AUMs is not exceeded. 
 The kind of livestock is cattle. 

Mandatory terms and conditions AUMs 

Allotment Cattle Begin End %PL Active Use Total with 
exchange 

Elephant Butte / 
Ted Blackstock 72 1-Nov 31 May 83% 417 501 

 

Broad flexibility in the management of annual grasslands is an essential element to address fuel loading 
that perpetuates the cheatgrass / wildland fire cycle which assures continued degradation. The following 
grazing treatments are authorized to be applied at the discretion of the permittee. In addition temporary 
use authorizations may be approved under specific conditions as described below. 

 Winter Grazing (November 1 to March 15) may be applied 
annually in any pasture. 

 Early Spring (March 15 to April 25) may be applied annually in 
any pasture. 

 Spring Grazing (April 25 to May 31) may be applied one year in 
three to any pasture. 

Wild Rat Allotment  

The following grazing management plan is based on the proposed range line agreement and grazing 
preference adjustment between the Elephant Butte and Alkali-Wildcat allotments. The agreement would 
place about 1,050 acres of the Alkali-Wildcat allotment into the Elephant Butte allotment along with 69 
AUMs of grazing use held by Ted Blackstock. In addition, 85 AUMs of Blackstock preference in the 
Alkali-Wildcat allotment will be transferred to the Elephant Butte allotment and 85 AUMs of CGA 
preference in the Elephant Butte allotment will be transferred to the Alkali-Wildcat allotment. 

This proposal combines the Alkali-Wildcat allotment and Rats Nest allotment into a single (Wild Rat) 
allotment. However, there is a discrepancy in the record of 15 AUMs relative to Exchange of Use in the 
Rats Nest Allotment. The BLM records show 48 AUMs of exchange while the State Land (636 acres) 
leased to CGA allows 63 AUMs. It is presumed in this proposal that the 15 AUM difference was intended 
as public land suspended use. Therefore, the suspended use for the combined allotment should be 245 
AUMs instead of 230. Accordingly, the exchange of use for the combined allotment would be as 
indicated in Table 2. 



 
The following table shows the permitted use (AUMs) for the Rats Nest and Alkali Wildcat allotments as 
reported in EA #ID096-02006. The numbers represent the status prior to the Final Decision issued March 
22, 2002, which was partially stayed by an order of IBLA dated June 6, 2002. The numbers in this table 
are consistent with the stay order and subsequent court decisions. 
Table D-2: Permitted use for Rats Nest and Alakali-Wildcat allotments 

Allotment Permittee Total 
Suspended 

Use 
Active 

Use 
Exchange 

Of Use 
Total 
Use % BLM 

Rats Nest Chipmunk 787 230 557 48 605 92 
Alkali-
Wildcat Chipmunk 469 0 469 0 469 100 
Alkali-
Wildcat Blackstock 154 0 154 0 154 100 

Allotment 
Totals  1,410 230 1,180 48 1,228 na 

 
The following table shows the new and corrected permitted use as a result of combining the Rats Nest and 
Alkali-Wildcat allotments and completion of the RLA between Blackstock, CGA and BLM. 
 
Table D-3: New and corrected permitted use for Wildrat allotment 

Allotment Permittee Total 
Suspended 

Use 
Active 

Use 
Exchange 

Of Use 
Total 
Use % BLM 

Wild Rat Blackstock 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Wild Rat Chipmunk 
RLA= –69 

1,341 
+15 * 
245 1,096 

+15 * 
63 1,159 94% 

* This correction increases the suspended permitted use by 15 AUMs that were previously taken form an 
existing State land lease that actually provides 63 AUMs of grazing use. 

 
Table D-4: Wildrat allotment management 

Mandatory terms and conditions AUMs 

Allotment Cattle Begin End % PL Active Total 

Wild Rat  576 1-Apr 31-May 95.0% 1097 1155 

The new Wild Rat allotment consists of two pastures. Pasture 1 is represented by the new Alkali-
Wildcat allotment boundary and Pasture 2 is represented by the old Rats Nest allotment. 
 
Grazing management and flexibility: 

 The Alkali-Wildcat pasture 1 will be authorized for a light use spring grazing treatment (up to 30 
percent average utilization) annually for 61 days beginning April 1 with 300 cattle. The number of 
livestock may vary commensurate with delayed turnout and/or early removal as long as the total 
active AUMs in the Wild Rat allotment are not exceeded. 

 The Rats Nest pasture 2 will be authorized for a light use spring grazing treatment (up to 30 percent 
average utilization by cattle) annually for 61 days beginning April 1 with 276 cattle. The number of 



livestock may vary commensurate with delayed turnout and/or early removal as long as the total 
active AUMs in the allotment are not exceeded. 

 Grazing use of the Rats Nest pasture is authorized for cow/calf pairs or yearling cattle at the 
discretion of the permittee. 

 Herding and salting practices would be employed to encourage uniform animal use distribution. 
 All upland and riparian monitoring will be conducted in a manner that clearly distinguished livestock 

use from use by wild horses. At a minimum five utilization cages will be placed at the end of the 
livestock grazing season, on or about June 1, with results documented at the end of the grazing year, 
on or about December 1st, in order to quantify wild horse impact on utilization levels. 

 Utilization of uplands well be conducted using the Key Forage Plant method with a minimum of 25 
hits at a minimum of 10 locations. 

(See also the RLA) 
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Elephant Butte Grazing Use and Management 

Permittee: Ted Blackstock 

Mandatory terms and conditions: 

 The total permitted use is 501 AUMs, consisting of 417 active use AUMs and 

84 exchange of use AUMs. 

 The season of use begins November 1 and ends May 31. 

 The number of livestock is 85 head provided that the number of livestock 

may vary among pastures within the authorized season of use as long as the 

total active permitted use AUMs is not exceeded. 

 The kind of livestock is cattle. 

Mandatory terms and conditions AUMs 

Allotment Cattle Begin End %PL Active Use Total 

Elephant Butte /  

Ted Blackstock 85 1-Nov 31 May 83% 417 501 

 

Broad flexibility in the management of annual grasslands is an essential element to 

address fuel loading that perpetuates the Cheatgrass / Wildland fire cycle which 

assures continued degradation. The following grazing treatments are authorized to be 

applied at the discretion of the permittee. In addition temporary use authorizations 

may be approved under specific conditions. 

 Winter Grazing (November 1 to March 15) may be applied annually in any 

pasture. 

 Early Spring (March 15 to April 25) may be applied annually in any pasture. 

 Spring Grazing (April 25 to May 31) may be applied one year in three to any 

pasture. 

Authorized Temporary Non Renewable grazing use (TNR) 

 The forage in this allotment consists primarily of Cheatgrass with minor 

inclusions of sparse perennial bunchgrass including Indian ricegrass, Bottlebrush 

Squirreltail, Bluebunch wheatgrass and Sandberg bluegrass. Some areas also support 

a sparse to expected shrub component. The strategies for using grazing animals to 

address annual grassland are short term manipulation of fuels and long term effect on 

plant community species composition 6. Given the primarily annual plant community, 

production variation among years is extreme and can range from near zero to in 

excess of 3,000# per acre 5.  Measured production in southern Idaho can vary from 

360# per ac one year to 3,460 the next year 4. Variation in fuel loading is consistent 

with annual production less harvested forage. Heavy grazing use of Cheatgrass during 

the boot stage has been demonstrated to effectively reduce fuel characteristics such as 

fuel bed depth, percent cover and fuel loading 2. In addition, clipping studies 

conducted in nearby Oregon have demonstrated reductions in seed density and seed 
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bank integrity in subsequent years 3. Growing season rest is as beneficial to 

Cheatgrass as it is to native perennials 8; therefore, winter grazing of Cheatgrass range 

primarily affects fuel loading. Periodic spring grazing use should remain an option for 

grazing use of annual ranges.  

The initial conservative stocking density of 20 acres per AUM is sufficient to meet the 

forage demand in all but the most extreme drought years. However, it is entirely 

inadequate to properly manage Cheatgrass in more productive years. Therefore, the 

fuel load in years with higher precipitation, favorable growing conditions and high 

production presents an added wildfire danger to the existing native forage species as 

well as the shrub component of the existing plant community. These circumstances 

provide opportunity to utilize TNR to manage high fuel loads and/or better manage 

higher elevation allotments to the benefit of native perennial bunchgrass and sage-

grouse habitat.   

TNR may be utilized by increasing the number of AUMs of grazing use to; 1) reduce 

high fuel loads, 2) decrease the competitive seed bank and 3) shifting some 

spring/summer grazing use away from perennial bunchgrass range.  

Thus, at the request of the permittee, TNR may be approved for up to 100% of the 

existing active permitted use. A TNR request may be approved when: 

 Precipitation at the nearest weather station is substantially above average 

during February, March and April and temperatures are sufficient to maintain 

high growth rates, and  

 Production from Cheatgrass at the beginning of any winter grazing treatment is 

3 time the amount necessary to meet the active permitted use demand of 80# 

/acre, and/or 

 Sufficient Cheatgrass remains palatable during any spring grazing treatment to 

avoid use of native perennials. 

Grazing preference status: This assumes completion of a transfer of 85 AUMs from 

Chipmunk Grazing Association to Ted Blackstock and completion of a Range Line 

Agreement changing the boundary of the Elephant Butte and Alkali-wildcat 

allotments. (see attached RLA) 

The Owyhee RMP grazing preference in the Elephant Butte allotment shows 412 AUMs 

with 307 held by Ted Blackstock, 22 held by R. Pershall and 85 held by Chipmunk 

Grazing Assn. Subsequent changes include a reduction of 22 AUMs due to 

cancellation of the Ray Pershall preference, a reduction of 42 AUMs through a land 

sale to Owyhee County. The addition of 69 AUMs resulting from a boundary change 

with the Alkali-wildcat allotment*. The resulting preference for the allotment is 417 

active use AUMs. Following the transfer of 85 AUMs from Chipmunk Grazing Assn. all 

remaining active preference AUMs are held by Ted Blackstock.  

* See attached RLA and map. 
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Preference Status 412 AUMs 

Pershall Cancellation -22 

Owyhee Co. Purchase -42 

Range Line Agreement w/ Alkali-wildcat +69 

Adjusted Active permitted use 417 

Blackstock Exchange of use (private /County) 84 

Total allowable use held by Ted Blackstock 501 AUMs 

  The percent federal = 83.3% based on AUM source. 

 

 Pastures Acres 

Pastures and acreage 
summary 

DLE  3,192 

Alkali Springs (1) 1,923 

Moon orchard (2) 2,308 

Reservoir (3) 722 

Alkali West  958 

Solar Well (6) 1,050 

  10,153 

         The stocking density is 20 acres per AUM. 

Science References: 

1   Courtois, D. R., B. L. Perryman, and H. S. Hussein; 2004. Vegetation change after 
65 years of grazing and grazing exclusion; Journal of Range Management. 

 
2   Diamond, J. M., C. C. Call, and N. Devoe; 2009. Effects of targeted cattle grazing 
on fire behavior of Cheatgrass-dominated rangeland in the northern Great Basin, USA; 
International Journal of Wildland Fire. 
 
3   Hempy-Mayer, K. and D. A. Pyke; 2008. Defoliation effects on Bromus tectorum 
seed production: Implications for grazing; Rangeland Ecology and Management 

 
4    Klemmedson, J. O.; Smith, J. G. 1964. Cheatgrass (Broumus Tectorum L.). The 

Botanical Review. 30: 226-262.  

 

5    Mayland H.F., R.B. Murray and G.E. Shewmaker, 1994. Forage yields and quality 

trends of annual grasses in the great basin. In: Proceedings – Ecology and 

Management of Annual Rangelands, USDA Intermountain Research Station, General 

Technical Report INT-GTR- 313, 1994 

 
6     Nader, Glenn, Zalmen Henkin, Ed Smith, Roger Ingram and Nelmy Narvaez. 

2007. Planned Herbivory in the Management of Wildfire Fuels. Rangelands Oct 2007, 

Vol. 29, No. 5 . pp. 18-24.  

http://arc.lib.montana.edu/range-science/item.php?id=279
http://arc.lib.montana.edu/range-science/item.php?id=279
http://arc.lib.montana.edu/range-science/item.php?id=1383
http://arc.lib.montana.edu/range-science/item.php?id=1383
http://arc.lib.montana.edu/range-science/item.php?id=1402
http://arc.lib.montana.edu/range-science/item.php?id=1402
http://www.srmjournals.org/loi/rala


4 
 

 

7     Perryman, B. L., W. A. Laycock, L. B. Bruce, K. K. Crane and J. W. Burkhardt, 

2005. Range Readiness Is an Obsolete Management Tool, Rangelands Apr 2005, Vol. 

27, No. 2 pp. 36-41.  

 

8     Young, James A and Charlie D. Clements, 2007. Cheatgrass and Grazing 

Rangelands, Rangelands Dec 2007, Vol. 29, No. 6, pp. 15-20. 

 

Elephant Butte Allotment map. Cross hatch will transfer from Alkali-Wildcat to Elephant 

Butte and become pasture 6 (Solar Well). 

 

 

 

http://www.srmjournals.org/loi/rala
http://www.srmjournals.org/loi/rala
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RANGE LINE AGREEMENT 
 

This Range Line Agreement is made between:  The Bureau of Land Management, 

Owyhee Field Office, - Chipmunk Grazing Association, and  Ted Blackstock, 

Agreement: 

 Chipmunk Grazing Association, Ted Blackstock, and BLM acting through the BLM Owyhee 

Field Office affirm a division of the Elephant Butte Allotment and Alkali-Wildcat Allotment and 

agree to establish allotment boundaries as shown on the attached map. It is affirmed and agreed 

that the allotment boundary adjustment and associated AUMs documented on the attached map 

constitute a fair, equitable and practical range division based on the respective qualifications of the 

dependent base properties of the permittees participating in this agreement. 

 The allotment boundary change results in approximately 1050 acres being transferred from 

the Alkali-Wildcat allotment to the Elephant Butte allotment. Consistent with this acreage change, 

69 AUMs of permitted use held by Ted Blackstock in the Alkali-Wildcat allotment would be 

reassigned to the Elephant Butte allotment and Ted Blackstock base property. 

The division of the allotments would be accomplished by use of natural barriers and would not 

require any range fences, structures or other range improvements. 

Adjustments: 

 It is further affirmed and agreed that any future adjustments in Grazing 

Preference/permitted use shall hereinafter be made within the allotment in which the preference is 

assigned and in accordance with the applicable grazing regulations.  

 
This Range Line Agreement is affirmed and entered into on this ___________day of 

_______________________, 2012. 

 

_____________________________________________________________     ___________________ 

Bureau of Land Management, Authorized Officer    Date 

 

______________________________________________________________     ___________________ 

Elias Jaca, President, Chipmunk Grazing Association    Date 

 

______________________________________________________________     ___________________ 

Ted Blackstock, Elephant Butte Allotment Permittee   Date 
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Alkali-Wildcat and Elephant Butte Division map:  

The shaded area with red and yellow border (1,050 acres) is within the Alkali-Wildcat allotment. 

The shaded 1,050 acre area along with the associated 69 AUMs will be moved into the Elephant 

Butte allotment. The yellow line shows the natural Barrier that accomplishes the division between 

the allotments. 

 

 

The land within the exchange area will become pasture 6 of the Elephant Butte Allotment 

and will be identified as the Solar Well Pasture. 
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Form 4130-1 UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
GRAZING SCHEDULE

GRAZING APPLICATION

FORM APPROVED 
OMB NO. 1004–0041 

FOR BLM USE ONLY

State  

Office  

Operator No.  

Schedule No.  

Billing Code  

Special Bill Code  

Title 18 U.S.C. Section 1001, makes it a crime for any person knowingly and willfully to make to any department or agency of the United States any  
false, fictitious, or fraudulent statements or representations as to any matter within its jurisdiction.

(See terms and conditions on page 2)

I hereby apply for the following grazing use on the public lands and/or other lands administered by the Bureau of  
Land Management (BLM).

LINE
NO.

ALLOTMENT PAS-
TURE LIVESTOCK PERIOD %  

PL  
USE

T
U AUM’S

(2)(1) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

NAME NO. NO. NUMBER KIND BEGIN END

Name (last, first, middle initial)

Address (include street, city, State, and zip code)

Show your recorded brands, earmarks, and wattles

Show reason for nonuse, if requested:    conservation and protection of the public lands;     annual fluctuation of livestock operations;     financial 
or other reasons beyond control of the operator; or     livestock disease or quarantine.

Signature Date

DateSignature of BLM
Reason for nonuse:    Approved     Disapproved  (Decision Required)

Expires: July 31, 2011
(November 2009)

Elordi Cattle Company, LLC

P.O. Box 55
Jordan Valley, Oregon 97910

01 Soda Creek 00652 1-5 256 C 06/01/2012 10/31/2012 36 A 463

02 Soda Creek 00652 6 3 H 06/01/2012 10/31/2012 36 A 5

03 Baxter Basin 00530 1-3 121 C 04/01/2012 06/14/2012 100 A 299

04 Soda Creek 00652 1-4 46 C 06/01/2012 10/31/2012 100 A 230

03/29/2012



TERMS AND CONDITIONS
(See 43 CFR 4100)

1. Grazing permit or lease terms and conditions and the fees charged for grazing use are established in accordance with all the provisions of the grazing 
regulations now or hereafter approved by the Secretary of the Interior.

2. They are subject to cancellation, in whole or in part, at any time because of: 
a. Noncompliance by the permittee/lessee with rules and regulations. 
b. Loss of control by the permittee/lessee of all or a part of the property upon which it is based. 
c. A transfer of grazing preference by the permittee/lessee to another party. 
d. A decrease in the lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management within the allotment(s) described. 
e. Repeated willful unauthorized grazing use.

3. They are subject to the terms and conditions of allotment management plans if such plans have been prepared. Allotment management plans must be 
incorporated in permits or leases when completed.

4. Those holding permits or leases must own or control and be responsible for the management of livestock authorized to graze.

5. The BLM may require counting and/or additional or special marking or tagging of the livestock authorized to graze.

6. The permittee’s/lessee’s grazing case file is available for public inspection as required by the Freedom of Information Act.

7. Grazing permits or leases are subject to the nondiscrimination clauses set forth in Executive Order 11246 of September 24, 1964, as amended. A copy 
of this order may be obtained from the BLM.

8. Livestock grazing use that is different from that authorized by a permit or lease must be applied for prior to the grazing period and must be filed with 
and approved by the BLM before grazing use can be made.

9. Billing notices are issued which specify fees due. Billing notices, when paid, become a part of the grazing permit or lease. Grazing use cannot be 
authorized during any period of delinquency in the payment of amounts due, including settlement for unauthorized use.

10. Grazing fee payments are due on the date specified on the billing notice and must be paid in full within 15 days of the due date, except as otherwise 
provided in the grazing permit or lease. If payment is not made within that time frame, a late fee (the greater of $25 or 10 percent of the amount owed 
but not more than $250) will be assessed.

11. Member of, or Delegate to, Congress or Resident Commissioner, after his election or appointment, or either before or after he has qualified, and 
during his continuance in office, and no officer, agent, or employee of the Department of the Interior, other than members of Advisory committees 
appointed in accordance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.1) and Sections 309 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) will be admitted to any share or part in a permit or lease, or derive any benefit to arise therefrom; and the provisions of 
Section 3741 Revised Statutes (41 U.S.C. 22; 18 U.S.C. Sections 431-433, and 43 CFR Part 7), enter into and form a part of a grazing permit or lease, 
so far as the same may be applicable.

NOTICES

The Privacy Act of 1974 and the regulations at 43 CFR 2.48 (d) provide that you be furnished the following information in connection with information 
required by this permit.

AUTHORITY: Taylor Grazing Act, 43 U.S.C. 315, 316; Federal Land Policy and Management Act, 43 U.S.C. 1701; and Public Rangelands 
Improvement Act of 1978, 43 U.S.C. 1901, and 43 U.S.C. 1181d.

PRINCIPAL PURPOSE: The information will be used to process your application for change in grazing use on the public lands.

ROUTINE USES: (1) This information is being collected to determine if the applied for use is within the applicant’s grazing preference to use the 
land or resources. (2) This information will be used to calculate your grazing billing. (3) Documentation for public information in support of notations 
made on land status records for management, disposal, and use of public lands and resources. (4) Information from the record and/or the record will be 
transferred to appropriate Federal agency when concurrence is required prior to granting a preference to use public lands or resources. (5) Transfer to 
the U.S. Department of Justice in the event of litigation involving the records or the subject matter of the records, and transfers to Federal, State, local 
or foreign agencies, when relevant to civil, criminal or regulatory investigations or prosecution.

EFFECT OF NOT PROVIDING INFORMATION: Disclosure of the information is required to obtain a benefit, in accordance with Sections 3 and 
15 of the Taylor Grazing Act, and Section 302 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act.

The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 requires us to inform you that: 
BLM collects this information to authorize the right to graze livestock on public lands. 
Response to this request is required under 43 CFR 4130.1-1 and 4130.4. 
BLM would like you to know that you do not have to respond to this or any other Federal agency-sponsored information collection unless it displays 
a currently valid OMB control number.

BURDEN HOURS STATEMENT: Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 15 minutes per response, including the time for 
reviewing instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and completing and reviewing the form. Direct comments regarding the burden estimate or 
any other aspect of this form to U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (1004-0041), Bureau Information Collection Clearance 
Officer (WO-630), 1849 C Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240.

(Form 4130-1, page 2)



APPENDIX TO GRAZING APPLICATION

(1) Lines 1, 2, 3 of the application is an application to renew permittee’s grazing permit in
accordance with the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 558(c) and Public Law 112-74,
Section 415.

(2) Permittee applies to restrict the Permitted Use (and associated Active Use and Suspend Use)
of  Elordi Sheep Camp, Inc. to Pasture 5 of the Soda Creek Allotment.

(3) Line 4 of the application is an application by the permittee to increase permittee’s Permitted
Use and Active Use from 463 AUMs to 693, i.e. 230 AUM increase in Permitted Use and Active
Use within Pastures 1-4 of the Soda Creek Allotment in accordance with 43 C.F.R. 4110.3-1(c).

(4) Permittee applies for the following items as related to the Baxter Basin Allotment:

Grazing System:

Pasture 1: Even Years (May 11 - June 15)
Pasture 2: Odd Years (May 11 - June 15)
Pasture 3: April 1 - May 10

Range Improvements: Permittee applies for the following range improvements in
accordance with 43 C.F.R. 4120.3 and 4120.3-2:

Pasture 1: T5SR6WS2 - Unnamed Spring in SE1/4NW1/4. Enclose the Spring and pipe
water to a trough off of the spring area.

Pasture 3: T4SR6WS35 - Poacher Spring. Enclose the Spring and pipe water to a trough
off of the spring area.**

Fence:

Permit Renewal Decision needs to confirm the allocation of the fence maintenance on the
boundary fences of the Baxter Basin Allotment to which it shares with adjacent
allotments since there is some confusion as to the allocation of such maintenance.

Trailing/Crossing Permit:

Permit Renewal Decision needs to authorize permittee to trail cattle:

• from East Cow Creek Allotment (Jordan Field Office, Vale District,
Oregon) to the Baxter Basin Allotment some time between May 20 and
June 10; and

• from the Baxter Basin Allotment to the Soda Creek Allotment some time
between about June 1 to June 30.



(5) Permittee applies for the following items as related to the Soda Creek Allotment:

Grazing System:

See attached Map of the Soda Creek Allotment with the Pasture Boundaries.

Pastures 1, 2: Cattle: June 1 - *July 30
Pastures 3, 4, 5: Cattle: *July 1 - October 31
Pasture 6: Horses: June 1 - October 31

*There is an intentional overlap between Pastures 1,2 and Pastures 3,4,5 due to
weather, livestock, and growing conditions.

Range Improvements: Permittee applies for the following range improvements in
accordance with 43 C.F.R. 4120.3 and 4120.3-2:

Pasture 2: T4SR5WS11 - Unnamed Spring in NE1/4SW1/4. Enclose the Spring and pipe
water to a trough off of the spring area.

Pasture 3: T4SR5WS25 - Prospect Spring in the NW1/4NE1/4. Enclose the Spring and
pipe water to a trough off of the spring area.

Pasture 4: T4SR5WS14 - Unnamed Spring in NE1/4SE1/4. Enclose the Spring and pipe
water to a trough off of the spring area.

Pasture 4: T4SR5WS14 - Lower Flat Spring in the NW1/4NW1/4. Enclose the Spring
and pipe water to a trough off of the spring area.

(6) Permittee agrees to pay for the construction and maintenance of the foregoing spring
development. All spring development is subject to field observation so as to confirm exact
location and legal description.

(7) Permittee reserves the right to supplement or modify the application(s) made herein.
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Elordi Application/Proposed Grazing Management 
 
Table D-5: Elordi amended proposal (Soda Creek allotment) 

Pasture Begin End # of Days     + 
1 

Avg. days 
in month # of cows %PL AUMs 

1-7   150  3H 36% 5.0 
1 6/1 7/15 45  200 36% 108.0 
3 7/16 10/1 75  200 36% 180.0 
4 10/1 10/30 30  200 36% 72.0 
2 6/1 7/15 45  120 36% 65.0 
6        
7 6/1 10/1 120  50 100% 200.0 
4 10/1 10/30 30  50 36% 18.0 
 









ECEIVW
July 13, 2012
	 CMHEE FIRDO1L.

21112JUL 13 1)11 1 : 15

BLM Field Office,

Chad and Dannelle Hensley would like to have the following changes attached to the BLM grazing

permit, as indicated below.

Fluctuations in cattle numbers up to a maximum of 225 head, per prior approval, which may

vary as long as AUM's are not exceeded. Also that a water tank be fixed/repaired in Madriaga pasture

#2, also to add water tank to pasture #1.

Thank You,

Chad & Dannelle Hensley (208)863-0772



June 27, 2013 

 

 

 

Grazing Option for Chad & Dannelle Hensley 

 

AUMS stay the same for the Madriaga at 865 AUMS.  Pasture 1 and 2 would have a 2 year 

deferred turnout for soil & grass improvement.   We also ask that we have the option to 

increase out cattle numbers up to 225 head not to exceed AUMS without prior approval from 

range con per year and water, grass supply. 

The new grazing for the Franconi per BLM is 3/1 to 02/28.  The Franconi Pastures 1,2, and 3 is 

to be used at our own discretion as always due to being mainly private ground, but not to 

exceed 120 AUMS.   

 

Pasture1 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 

Franconi #1 (hay field)  
50 BLM AUMs 

3/1-2/28 3/1- 2/28 3/1- 2/28 

Franconi #2 (summer)  
50 BLM AUMs 

3/1 – 9/30 3/1-9/30 7/1-9/30 

Franconi #3 (late summer)  
20 BLM AUMs 

9/1-2/28 9/1-2/28 3/1-9/30 

Madriaga #2 (early)  
381 BLM AUMs 

4/15 – 6/30 4/15 – 6/30 7/1-9/30 

Madriaga #1 (summer) 
484 BLM AUMs 

7/1 – 9/30 7/1-9/30 4/15-6/30 

1Not to exceed AUMs by pasture 

Please call if you have any further questions.  

 

Thank you  

Chad & Dannelle Hensley 
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

APPLICATION FOR GRAZING PERMIT RENEWAL

RETURN BY: June 24, 2011

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
OWYHEE FIELD OFFICE
20 FIRST AVE WEST
MARSING ID 83639

This application for grazing permit renewal describes your current permit schedule(s) and summarizes
your permitted use. If you wish to apply for renewal of this permit, sign and return this form by
the date shown above. Contact your local BLM office at 208-896-5912 if you have questions.

MANDATORY TERMS AND CONDITONS

PASTUREALLOTMENT 

00531 JOINT

00545 FERRIS FFR

LIVESTOCK
NUMBER KIND

285 CATTLE

147 CATTLE

GRAZING PERIOD %PL TYPE USE AUMS
BEGIN	 END

j -15
04/16 07/15*Ii
12/01 12/31

'a,A,„te	 v	 FFR ezncj -hp	 SAie, ili)hlOTHER TERMS AND CONDITIONS:	 ...) ,931-• it+	 aciit
THE NUMBER OF LIVESTOCK AND SEASON OF USE ON THE FENCED IN FEDERAL 3 va	 d ffekediRANGE (FFR) ALLOTMENT #0545 IS AT YOUR DISCRETION.
TURN OUT IS SUBJECT TO BOISE DISTRICT RANGE READINESS CRTIERIA.

YOU ARE REQUIRED TO PROPERLY COMPLETE, SIGN, AND DATE AN ACTUAL
GRAZING USE REPORT FORM (4130-5) FOR EACH ALLOTMENT. THE COMPLETED
FORM(S) MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THIS OFFICE WITHIN 15 DAYS FROM THE LAST
DAY OF YOUR AUTHORIZED ANNUAL GRAZING USE.

SUPPLEMENTAL FEEDING IS LIMITED TO SALT, MINERAL, AND/OR PROTEIN IN
BLOCK, GRANULAR, OR LIQUID FORM. IF USED, THESE SUPPLEMENTS MUST BE
PLACED AT LEAST ONE-QUARTER 1/4 MILE AWAY FROM ANY RIPARIAN AREA,
SPRING, STREAM, MEADOW, ASPEN STAND, PLAYA, SPECIAL STATUS PLANT
POPULATION, OR WATER DEVELOPMENT.

PURSUANT To 48 CFR 10.4(B) YOU MUST NOTIFY THE BLM FIELD MANAGER, BY
TELEPHONE WITH WRITTEN CONFIRMATION, IMMEDIATELY UPON THE DISCOVERY
OF HUMAN REMAINS, FUNERARY OBJECTS, SACRED OBJECTS, OR OBJECTS OF
CULTURAL PATRIMONY (AS DEFINED IN 43 CFR 10.2) ON FEDERAL LANDS.
PURSUANT TO 43 CFR 10.4(C), YOU MUST IMMEDIATELY STOP ANY ONGOING
ACTIVITIES CONNECTED WITH SUCH DISCOVERY AND MAKE A REASONABLE EFFORT
TO PROTECT THE DISCOVERED REMAINS OR OBJECTS.

AS A RESULT OF JUDGE WINMILL'S FEBRUARY 29, 2000, MEMORANDUM DECISION

heyvi 5 &1St I W
fff(	 0 a 1--

C,4511

ff

APPLICATION FOR GRAZING PERMIT RENEWAL
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AND ORDER THE FOLLOWING INTERIM TERMS AND CONDITIONS NOW APPLY TO THIS
GRAZING AUTHORIZATION:
1) KEY HERBACEOUS RIPARIAN VEGETATION, WHERE STREAMBANK STABILITY IS
DEPENDENT UPON IT, WILL HAVE A MINIMUM STUBBLE HEIGHT OF 4 INCHES ON
THE STREAMBANK, ALONG THE GREENLINE, AFTER THE GROWING SEASON;
2) KEY RIPARIAN BROWSE VEGETATION WILL NOT BE USED MORE THAN 50% OF
THE CURRENT ANNUAL TWIG GROWTH THAT IS WITHIN REACH OF THE ANIMALS;
3) KEY HERBACEOUS RIPARIAN VEGETATION ON RIPARIAN AREAS, OTHER THAN
THE STREAMBANKS, WILL NOT BE GRAZED MORE THAN 50% DURING THE GROWING
SEASON, OR 60% DURING THE DORMANT SEASON; AND
4) STREAMBANK DAMAGE ATTRIBUTABLE TO GRAZING LIVESTOCK WILL BE LESS
THAN 10% ON A STREAM SEGMENT.

ALLOT NO CONDITIONS

NO ALLOTMENT TERMS OR CONDITIONS

NO OFFICE TERMS OR CONDITIONS

ALLOTMENT SUMMARY (AUM'S) 

ALLOTMENT	 ACTIVE AUMS	 SUSPENDED AUMS TEMP SUSPENDED AUMS PERMITTED USE

00531 JOINT	 1089	 0	 0	 1089
00545 FERRIS FFR	 150	 0	 o	 150

-7 I. CAT ON FOR G

ICATI N FOR GRAZING PERMIT RENEWAL



J.71-CATION FOR GRI., ZING PERMIT REI=KALCASE FILE COPY AUTH NUMBER: 1102860
DATE PRINTED: 5/25/2011

Standard
Terms and Conditions

1. Grazing permit or lease terms and conditions and the fees charged for grazing use are established in accordance with all the provisions of
the grazing regulations now or hereafter approved by the Secretary of the Interior.

2. They are subject to cancellation, in whole or in part, at any time because of:
a. Noncompliance by the permittee/lessee with rules and regulations.
b. Loss of control by the permittee/lessee of all or a part of the property upon which it is based.
c. A transfer of grazing preference by the permittee/lessee to another party.
d. A decrease in the lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management within the allotment(s) described.
e. Repeated willful unauthorized grazing use.

3. They are subject to the terms and conditions of allotment management plans if such plans have been prepared. Allotment management
plans MUST be incorporated in permits or leases when completed.

4. Those holding permits or leases MUST own or control and be responsible for the management of livestock authorized to graze.

5. The authorized officer may require counting and/or additional or special marking or tagging of the livestock authorized to graze.

6. The permittee's/lessee's grazing case file is available for public inspection as required by the Freedom of Information Act.

7. Grazing permits or leases are subject to the nondiscrimination clauses set forth in Executive Order 11246 of September 24, 1964, as
amended. A copy of this order may be obtained from the authorized officer.

8. Livestock grazing use that is different from that authorized by a permit or lease MUST be applied for prior to the grazing period and MUST
be filed with and approved by the authorized officer before grazing use can be made.

9. Billing notices are issued which specify fees due. Billing notices, when paid, become a part of the grazing permit or lease. Grazing use
cannot be authorized during any period of delinquency in the payment of amounts due, including settlement for unauthorized use.

10. Grazing fee payments are due on the date specified on the billing notice and MUST be paid in full within 15 days of the due date, except
as otherwise provided in the grazing permit or lease. If payment is not made within that time frame, a late fee (the greater of $25 or 10
percent of the amount owed but not more than $250) will be assessed.

11. No Member of, or Delegate to, Congress or Resident Commissioner, after his election of appointment, or either before or after he has
qualified, and during his continuance in office, and no officer, agent, or employee of the Department of the Interior, other than members of
Advisory committees appointed in accordance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.1) and Sections 309 of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) shall be admitted to any share or part in a permit or lease, or derive any
benefit to arise therefrom; and the provision of Section 3741 Revised Statutes (41 U.S.C. 22; 18 U.S.C. Sections 431-433, and 43 CFR Part
7), enter into and form a part of a grazing p mit or ease, so far as t same may be applicable.

SIGNATURE OF PERMITTEE:	 /14 	 DATE	 6 -3- I/ 
Title 18, U.S.C. , Sect	 001 makes it a crime fo any person knowingly and willfully to make to any
department or agency of the united States any false ficticious, or fraudulent statements or
representations as to any matter within its jurisdiction.

APPLICATION FOR GRAZING PERMIT RENEWAL
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Form 4130-2a 
(February 1999) 	 201' JU" 30 AM 8: 34 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR STATE ID 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT OFFICE LLIDB03000 

AUTH NUMBER 1102984 
APPLICATION FOR GRAZING PERMIT RENEWAL PREFERENCE CODE 03 

DATE PRINTED OS/25/2011 
RETURN BY: June 24, 2011 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT LEQUERICA & SONS, INC. 
OWYHEE FIELD OFFICE C/O TIM LEQUERICA 
20 FIRST AVE WEST PO BOX 135 
MARSING ID 83639 AROCK OR 97902 

This application for grazing permit renewal describes your current permit scheduleCs) and summarizes 
your permitted use. If you wish to apply for renewal of this permit, sign and return this form by
the date shown above. Contact your local BLM office at 208-896-5912 if you have questions. 

MANDATORY TERMS AND CONDITONS 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING PERIOD %PL 	 TYPE USE AUMS

ALLOTMENT 	 PASTURE NUMBER KIND BEGIN END 

00560 TROUT CR. LEQUER 52 CATTLE 06/01 10/31 44 ACTIVE 115 
00561 SOUTH MTN. AREA 96 CATTLE 06/01 09/30 24 ACTIVE 92 
00473 LEQUERICA FFR 11 CATTLE 12/01 12/31 100 ACTIVE 11 

OTHER TERMS AND CONDITIONS: 

* 	 "THIS PERMIT OF LEASE IS ISSUED UNDER THE AUTHORITY OF SECTION 416, 

PUBLIC LAW 111-88 AND CONTAINS THE SAME MANDATORY TERMS AND 

CONDITIONS AS THE EXPIRED OR TRANSFERRED PERMIT OR LEASE. THIS 


PERMIT OR LEASE MAY BE CANCELED, SUSPENDED, OR MODIFIED, IN WHOLE 

OR IN PART TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF APPLICABLE LAWS AND 

REGULAT I ONS." 


1. 	 TURNOUT IS SUBJECT TO BOISE DISTRICT RANGE READINESS CRITERIA. 

2. 	 YOUR CERTIFIED ACTUAL USE REPORT IS DUE WITHIN 15 DAYS OF 

COMPLETING YOUR AUTHORIZED ANNUAL GRAZING USE. 


3. 	 SALT AND/OR SUPPLEMENT SHALL NOT BE PLACED WITHIN ONE QUARTER (1/4) 

MILE OF SPRING, STREAMS, MEADOWS, ASPEN STANDS, PLAYAS, OR WATER 

DEVELOPMENTS. 


4. 	 CHANGES TO THE SCHEDULED USE REQUIRES PRIOR APPROVAL. 

5. 	 TRAILING ACTIVITIES MUST BE COORDINATED WITH THE BLM PRIOR TO 

INITIATION. A TRAILING PERMIT OR SIMILAR AUTHORIZATION MAY BE 

REQUIRED PRIOR TO CROSSING PUBLIC LANDS. 


6. 	 LIVESTOCK EXCLOSURES LOCATED WITHIN YOUR GRAZING ALLOTMENTS ARE 

CLOSED TO ALL DOMESTIC GRAZING USE. 


APPLICATION FOR GRAZING PERMIT RENEWAL 




APPLICATION FOR GRAZING PERMIT RENEWAL
CASE FILE COPY 	 AUTH NUMBER: 1102984 

DATE PRINTED: 5/25/2011 

7. 	 RANGE IMPROVEMENTS MUST BE MAINTAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 

COOPERATIVE AGGREEMENTS AND RANGE IMPROVEMENT PERMITS IN WHICH YOU 

ARE A SIGNATOR OR ASSIGNEE. ALL MAINTANENCE OF RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


WITHIN A WILDERNESS STUDY AREA REQUIRES PRIOR CONSULTATION WITH THE 
AUTHORIZED 	 OFFICER. 

8. 	 ALL APPROPRIATE DOCUMENTATION REGARDING BASE PROPERTY LEASES, LANDS 

OFFERED FOR EXCHANGE-OF-USE, AND LIVESTOCK CONTROL AGREEMENTS MUST 

BE APPROVED PRIOR TO TURN-OUT. LEASES OF LAND AND/OR LIVESTOCK 


MUST 	 BE NOTARIZED PRIOR TO SUBMISSION AND BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH 
BOISE DISTRICT POLICY. 

9. 	 FAILURE TO PAY THE GRAZING BILL WITHIN 15 DAYS OF THE DUE DATE 

SPECIFIED SHALL RESULT IN A LATE FEE ASSESSMENT OF $25.00 OR 10% 

PERCENT OF THE GRAZING BILL, WHICHEVER IS GREATER, NOT TO EXCEED 


$250.00. PAYMENT MADE LATER THAN 15 DAYS AFTER THE DUE DATE, 

SHALL INCLUDE THE APPROPRIATE LATE FEE ASSESSMENT. FAILURE TO 

MAKE PAYMENT WITHIN 30 DAYS MAY BE A VIOLATION OF 43 CFR 4140.1 


(B) (1) AND SHALL RESULT IN ACTION BY THE AUTHORIZED OFFICER UNDER 

43 CFR 4150.1 AND 4160.1. 


10. 	 LIVESTOCK GRAZING WILL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH YOUR ALLOTMENT 

GRAZING SCHEMATIC(S). CHANGES IN SCHEDULEDPASTURE USE DATES WILL 

REQUIRE PRIOR AUTHORIZATION. 


11 . 	 UTILIZATION MAY NOT EXCEED 50% OF THE CURRENT YEAR'S GROWTH. 

ALLOT NO CONDITIONS 

00473 * 	 THE NUMBER OF LIVESTOCK AND SEASON OF USE ON THE FENCED IN FEDERAL 

RANGE (FFR) IS AT YOUR DISCRETION. 


00560 * 	 A MINIMUM 4 INCH STUBBLE HEIGHT WILL BE LEFT ON THE HERBACRIOUS 

VEGETATION WITHIN THE RIPARIAN AREA ALONG .3 MILES OF TROUT CREEK 

IN ALLOTMENT #0560 AT THE END OF THE GROWING SEASON AS IDENTIFIED 

IN THE FISHERIES OBJECTIVE OF THE OWYHEE EIS. 


NO OFFICE TERMS OR CONDITIONS 

ALLOTMENT SUMMARY (AUM'S) 

ALLOTMENT 	 ACTIVE AUMS SUSPENDED AUMS TEMP SUSPENDED AUMS PERMITTED USE 

00473 LEQUERICA FFR 11 o 0 11 

00560 TROUT CR. LEQUERICA 115 o 0 115 

00561 SOUTH MTN. AREA 395 o 0 395 
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CAS E FILE COP Y 
APPL I CATION FOR GRAZING PERMIT RENEWAL 

AUT H NUMBE R: 11 029 84 
DATE PRINTE D: 5/ 25 /2 01 1 

Standard 
Terms and Conditions 

1. Grazing permit or lease terms and conditions and the fees charged for grazing use are established in accordance with all the provisions of 
the grazing regulations now or hereafter approved by the Secretary of the Interior. 

2. They are subject to cancellation, in whole or in part, at any time because of: 
a. Noncompliance by the permittee/lessee with rules and regulations. 
b. Loss of control by the permitteellessee of all or a part of the property upon which it is based. 
c. A transfer of grazing preference by the permittee/lessee to another party. 
d. A decrease in the lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management within the allotment(s) described. 
e. Repeated willful unauthorized grazing use. 

3. They are subject to the terms and conditions of allotment management plans if such plans have been prepared. Allotment management 
plans MUST be incorporated in permits or leases when completed. 

4. Those holding permits or leases MUST own or control and be responsible for the management of livestock authorized to graze. 

5. The authorized officer may require counting and/or additional or special marking or tagging of the livestock authorized to graze. 

6. The permittee's/Iessee's grazing case file is available for public inspection as required by the Freedom of Information Act. 

7. Grazing permits or leases are subject to the nondiscrimination clauses set forth in Executive Order 11246 of September 24, 1964, as 
amended. A copy of this order may be obtained from the authorized officer. 

8. Livestock grazing use that is different from that authorized by a permit or lease MUST be applied for prior to the grazing period and MUST 
be filed with and approved by the authorized officer before grazing use can be made. 

9. Billing notices are issued which specify fees due. Billing notices, when paid, become a part of the grazing permit or lease. Grazing use 
cannot be authorized during any period of delinquency in the payment of amounts due, including settlement for unauthorized use. 

10. Grazing fee payments are due on the date specified on the billing notice and MUST be paid in full within 15 days of the due date, except 
as otherwise provided in the grazing permit or lease. If payment is not made within that time frame, a late fee (the greater of $25 or 10 
percent of the amount owed but not more than $250) will be assessed. 

11. No Member of, or Delegate to, Congress or Resident Commissioner, after his election of appointment, or either before or after he has 
qualified, and during his continuance in office, and no officer, agent, or employee of the Department of the Interior, other than members of 
Advisory committees appointed in accordance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.1) and Sections 309 of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) shall be admitted to any share or part in a permit or lease, or derive any 
benefit to arise therefrom; and the provision of Section 3741 Revised Statutes (41 U.S.C. 22; 18 U.S.C. Sections 431-433, and 43 CFR Part 
7), enter into and form a part of a grazing permit or lease, so far as the same may be applicable . 

• 
/ -.r ' i SIGNATURE OF PERMITTEE: , --<4~/f-DATE : ~~'1oc.n!:... : _____ 

Title 18, u.S.C., Section 1001 makes it any person knowingly and willfully to make to any 
department or agency of the united States any false ficticious, or fraudulent statements or 
representations as to any matter within its jurisdiction. 

APPLICATION FOR GRAZING PERMIT RENEWAL 
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Appendix E-2 – 2013 Determination 

Executive Summary and Authorized Officer's Determination 

Achieving Standards for Rangeland Health and Conforming with Guidelines 
for Livestock Grazing Management in the Following Allotments:  Alkali-

Wildcat, Blackstock Springs, Burgess, Burgess FFR, Chimney Pot FFR, Cow 
Creek, Elephant Butte, Ferris FFR, Jackson Creek, Joint, Lowry FFR, 

Madriaga, Poison Creek, Rats Nest, Sands Basin, Soda Creek and Trout 
Creek/Lequerica 

 
Bureau of Land Management 

Boise District & Owyhee Field Office 
 

This 2013 Determination document summarizes the findings for 17 of the 25 Jump Creek, Succor Creek, 
and Cow Creek Watersheds allotments (also referred to as the Chipmunk Group or Group 2 allotments) to 
renew the associated grazing permits.  The remaining eight allotments have recently signed Evaluations 
and Determinations (see Appendix E-1) that were carried forward for use in the EIS # DOI-BLM-ID-
B030-2012-0014-EIS.  
 
The allotments were divided into geographically located subgroups that include the Jump, Succor, and 
Cow Creek subgroups.  The 17 BLM allotments with determinations in this document encompass 73,943 
acres of public lands managed by the BLM, which represents approximately 73 percent of the total land 
base within the analysis area.  These allotments were assessed and evaluated for conformance with Idaho 
Rangeland Health Standards. Along with the rational provided below under II, III, and IV, additional 
rationale for evaluation of findings is located in the project record under the following specialist reports:  
Group 2 Soil Specialist Report; Jump, Succor, and Cow Creek Group Riparian & Water Specialist 
Report; Rangeland Vegetation Including Noxious Weeds and Invasive Plants Report; Group 2 Wildlife 
Specialist Report; and Group 2 Special Status Plants Specialist Report. These reports are saved in the 
project record and are available from the Owyhee Field Office upon request. 
 
Each allotment was determined to be meeting or not meeting Idaho Rangeland Health Standards; if the 
allotment was not meeting any standards, this document outlines whether current livestock grazing was a 
significant causal factor for not meeting those Standards (Table 1).  The eight Standards are:  

 Standard 1-Watersheds;  
 Standard 2-Riparian Areas and Wetlands; 
 Standard 3-Stream Channel/Floodplain;  
 Standard 4-Native Plant Communities;  
 Standard 5-Seedings; Standard 6-Exotic Plant Communities Other Than Seedings;  
 Standard 7-Water Quality; and  
 Standard 8-Threatened and Endangered Plants and Animals 

Each allotment was then placed into one of four categories and is discussed in detail in the sections 
below. If any one of the eight Standards were not met, it was determined that the whole allotment failed 
to meet Rangeland Health Standards as a whole and is categorized as such. If livestock grazing is a causal 
factor for failing to meet any one Standard, it was considered a causal factor for the entire allotment, and 
is categorized as such (i.e., Category IV).   
 



I. Meeting Standards for Rangeland Health 
II. Not Meeting but Making Significant Progress toward Meeting Standards for Rangeland Health 

III. Not Meeting Standards for Rangeland Health, but current livestock grazing management practices 
are not a significant causal factor in failing to meet Standards  

IV. Not Meeting Standards for Rangeland Health and current livestock management practices are a 
significant causal factor in failing to meet Standards (asterisk added to Standards not meeting due 
to current livestock)   

 
The issue of scale (pasture) should be a consideration in evaluating each Standard.  Isolated sites within a 
landscape may not be meeting the Standards, but the area may be meeting Standards overall when 
examined at a broader scope and scale.  No single indicator provides sufficient information to determine 
rangeland health; they are used in combination to provide information necessary to determine rangeland 
health.  Alternatively, even if a Standard is being met, the conditions on the ground may not represent 
desired resource condition or objectives. 
 
Table 1 summarizes the determination of Rangeland Health Standards by allotment.  As required by 
43CFR 4180, this Determination of Standards document also discloses whether existing grazing 
management practices or levels of grazing use on public lands managed by the BLM are significant 
contributing factors in failing to achieve the Standards for Rangeland Health and conform with the 
guidelines for livestock grazing management established for public lands managed by the BLM in Idaho. 
 
The Jump, Succor & Cow Creek Watersheds Grazing Permit Renewals Environmental Impact Statement 
document describes the existing condition of public lands managed by the BLM within the watersheds.  
Please refer to the EIS for a complete discussion of resource conditions, concerns and management 
objectives which may be reviewed at the Owyhee Field Office or on the internet at 
http://www.blm.gov/id/st/en/prog/nepa_register/owyhee_grazing_group/grazing_permit_renewal0.html 

http://www.blm.gov/id/st/en/prog/nepa_register/owyhee_grazing_group/grazing_permit_renewal0.html


 
Table 1: Determinations of rangeland conditions by allotment  

 Are Rangeland Health Standards Being Met? (Yes/No/NA)1  

Allotment  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Significant Causal Factors in Failing to Achieve Standards 

Alkali-Wildcat 

No No* No* No NA NA No* No* 

1, 4-Historic Grazing, wildfire and exotic vegetation;  
2, 3,7 - Current livestock grazing, streams and springs condition; 
8 (w) – Current livestock grazing, wildfire and exotic species, upland and riparian 
habitat conditions for terrestrial, avian, and aquatic species. 

Blackstock Springs 

No* No* No* No* NA NA No* No* 

1, 4 - Current livestock grazing, exotic vegetation, and recreation;  
2, 3, 7 - Current livestock grazing, streams and springs condition;  
8 (p)- Exotic vegetation;  
8 (w) - Current livestock grazing and exotic species, upland and riparian habitat 
conditions for terrestrial, avian, and aquatic species. 

Burgess Yes Yes Yes Yes NA NA No No 8 (w) – Sage-grouse habitat conditions; 
7- Not meeting IDEQ water quality standards. 

Burgess FFR 

No* No* No* Yes NA No* No* No* 

1, 6 - Current and historic livestock grazing, wildfire, and exotic vegetation;  
2, 3, 7 - Current livestock grazing, Succor Creek condition;  
8 (w) - Current and historic grazing, wildfire, and exotic species, upland and 
riparian habitat conditions for terrestrial, avian, and aquatic species. 

Chimney Pot FFR Yes NA NA Yes NA NA NA Yes Meeting all applicable Standards 

Cow Creek 

Yes No* No* No NA NA No* No* 

4 - Due to exotic vegetation;  
2, 3, 7 - Current livestock grazing, streams and springs condition;  
8 (w) - Current livestock grazing and exotic species, upland and riparian habitat 
conditions for terrestrial, avian, and aquatic species. 

Elephant Butte 

No* Yes Yes NA NA No* Yes No* 

1, 6 - Current and historic livestock grazing, exotic vegetation, and recreation;  
8 (p) - OHV use and illegal dumping;  
8 (w) - Current and historic livestock grazing, exotic species, upland habitat 
conditions for wildlife in general. 

Ferris FFR 

Yes No* NA No NA NA No No* 

2 - Current livestock grazing, springs  condition; 
4 - Exotic vegetation and lack of functional groups;   
7- Not meeting IDEQ water quality standards; 
8(w) - Current livestock grazing and exotic species, upland and riparian habitat 
conditions for terrestrial, avian, and aquatic species. 

Jackson Creek 

No* No* No* Yes NA No* No* No* 

1, 6 - Current and historic livestock grazing;  
2, 3 7 - Current livestock grazing, streams and springs condition;  
8 (w) - Current livestock grazing and exotic species, upland and riparian habitat 
conditions for terrestrial, avian, and aquatic species. 

Joint 

No* No* No* Yes No NA No* No* 

1 - Current and historic livestock grazing; exotic vegetation;  
5 - Exotic monoculture seeding;  
2, 3, 7 - Current livestock grazing, streams and springs condition; 
8 (w) - Current livestock grazing and exotic monoculture, upland and riparian 



 Are Rangeland Health Standards Being Met? (Yes/No/NA)1  

Allotment  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Significant Causal Factors in Failing to Achieve Standards 

habitat conditions for terrestrial, avian, and aquatic species. 

Lowry FFR 
Yes NA NA NA NA Yes NA No  

8 (w) - Exotic species, upland habitat conditions for wildlife in general. 

Madriaga 

No* No* No* No NA NA No* No* 

1 - Current and historic livestock grazing; exotic vegetation;  
4 – Historic livestock grazing, wild fire and exotic vegetation;  
2, 3, 7 - Current livestock grazing, streams and springs condition;  
8 (w) – Historic and current livestock grazing, wild fire and exotic species, upland 
and riparian habitat conditions for terrestrial, avian, and aquatic species. 

Poison Creek 

Yes No* No* NA Yes NA No* No* 

2, 3, 7 - Current livestock grazing, Posey Creek condition; 
8 (p) - Current livestock grazing and OHV use.  
8 (w) - Current livestock grazing and seeding; upland and riparian habitat 
conditions for terrestrial, avian, and aquatic species. Potential risk of bighorn 
sheep and domestic sheep contact with possible disease transmission. 

Rats Nest 

No* No* No* No* NA NA Yes No* 

1, 4 - Current livestock and wild horse grazing;  
2, 3 – Wild horses and current livestock grazing, stream and spring  condition;  
8 (w) – Wild horses and current livestock grazing, upland and riparian habitat 
conditions for terrestrial, avian, and aquatic species. 

Sands Basin 

No* No* No* No* Yes No* No* No* 

1, 4, 6 - Current livestock grazing, wild horse grazing, and exotics;  
2, 3, 7 – Wild horses and current livestock grazing, portions of Jump Creek 
condition;  
8 (w) – Wild horses and current livestock grazing and exotic species, upland and 
riparian habitat conditions for terrestrial, avian, and aquatic species. 

Soda Creek 
Yes No 

MP 
No 
MP Yes NA NA No 

MP 
No 
MP  

2, 3, 7 - Making significant progress toward meeting standards, some condition & 
not meeting IDEQ water quality standards;  
8 (w) - Riparian habitat conditions for aquatic species.  

Trout Cr/Lequerica Yes No* No* Yes NA NA Yes No*  2, 3- Current livestock grazing, portions of WF Trout Creek, Nichols Creek, and 
Split Rock Canyon condition;  
8 (w) – Current livestock grazing, riparian habitat conditions for aquatic species. 

N/A – Not applicable 
MP – Making Significant Progress 
* Current livestock grazing is a causal factor 
p- plants 
w- wildlife 
1Standards: 1 Watersheds; 2 Riparian areas and wetlands; 3 Stream channel/floodplain; 4 Native plant communities; 5 Seedings; 6 Exotic plant communities, other than seedings; 7 
Water quality; 8 Threatened and endangered plants and animals.



Authorized Officer’s Determination: 

Based on my review of the Jump, Succor & Cow Creek Watersheds Grazing Permit Renewals 
Environmental Impact Statement and the interdisciplinary team’s recommendations, the 
following are the conclusions with rationale for making determinations, in accordance with 
Idaho Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines for the applicable Chipmunk Group 
allotments summarized in Section V (Table 2). 
 

I. The following allotments are meeting Standards for Rangeland Health:   

Chimney Pot FFR Allotment  
The Chimney Pot FFR allotment has only one pasture.  Standards 1, 4, and 8 apply to the 
Chimney Pot FFR allotment and are being met.  Standards 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 are not applicable 
to this allotment. 
 

II. The following allotments are not meeting but are making significant progress 
toward meeting Standards for Rangeland Health:  

Soda Creek Allotment 
The Soda Creek allotment has four pastures.  Standards 1 and 4 apply to the Soda Creek 
allotment and are being met.  Standards 2, 3, 7, and 8 (wildlife) are not being met but are 
making significant progress toward meeting.  Standards 5, 6, and 8 (plants) are not 
applicable to this allotment. 
 
Standards 2, 3, and 7 

The Soda Creek allotment is not meeting Standards 2, 3, and 7; however, Standards 2 and 3 
are making significant progress toward meeting, and there is insufficient information to 
determine whether Standard 7 is livestock-caused.  The portions of both Cow and Little 
Cow Creeks that occur within pasture 2 were assessed as functioning at risk (FAR) in 2002 
because the streams lacked hydric vegetation, there were imbalanced sinuosity and 
width/depth ratios, and hoof shearing of wetland soils was present. However, smaller 
segments of both Cow and Little Cow Creeks that traverse pasture 2 were rated as proper 
functioning condition (PFC) in 2009, and the metrics associated with the two MIM sites 
indicate the streams are resilient to erosion, have a late-seral plant community, and are 
generally stable.  Eighteen of the 20 springs that occur on BLM lands within pasture 3 were 
most recently in PFC; they appear to have generally stable riparian-wetland areas, 
moderately low impacts from livestock, and are composed of healthy hydric vegetation 
communities, all allowing the systems to function properly. 
 
All of the reaches of stream that occur on BLM lands within the allotment (Cow, Little 
Cow, Jacks, Cold Spring, and several unnamed creeks) are not meeting the watershed’s 
beneficial uses.  The beneficial uses assigned to the watershed by IDEQ include cold-water 
aquatic life, primary-contact recreation, salmonid spawning, and special resource water.  
Cold-water aquatic life water bodies are defined as water quality-appropriate for the 
protection and maintenance of a viable aquatic life community for cold-water species.  All 
of the reaches have been through IDEQ’s reconnaissance process and placed on the 303(d) 
list of impaired waters.  Additionally, BLM has monitored water temperatures on Cow and 
Little Cow Creeks in pastures 2 and 3; the reaches within pasture 2 were not meeting the 
temperature criteria, and the reach on Cow Creek in pasture 3 was within the temperature 
limits set by the State (see specialist report in the project record for further details).   

 



 
Standard 8 (Wildlife) 

Upland Habitat 
Pastures 1, 2, and 3 are managed as native plant communities and are shown to be meeting 
Standard 4. Because Standard 4 is being met, the plant community is assumed to be 
providing nesting, escape, travel, and hiding cover and accessible forage for wildlife in 
general.  

 
Riparian Habitat 
Analysis of Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within this allotment that 
are not fully functioning and where water quality parameters were not being met but are 
making significant progress toward meeting riparian standards. Streams, springs, and 
wetlands that are not fully functioning are lacking adequate riparian vegetation composition 
and distribution to provide the structure and function to support a productive environment 
for wildlife. Because Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not fully being met, the allotment does not 
have adequate riparian habitat conditions to support viable aquatic and terrestrial species 
populations and is not meeting Standard 8.  

 
Focal Species1 
This entire allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-grouse (Centrocercus 
urophasianus). A total of three sage-grouse breeding assessments collected in 2003 
identified:   
 

 Pasture 1 - No sage-grouse assessment collected; 
 Pasture 2 - Providing suitable breeding and suitable late brood-rearing habitat 

conditions (mesic habitat assessment); 
 Pasture 3 - Providing suitable  breeding habitat conditions; 
 Pasture 4 - Private property; no sage-grouse habitat assessments collected. 
 Pasture 5 - No sage-grouse habitat assessments collected. 

 
Pastures where sage-grouse habitat assessments were collected are providing favorable 
overstory/understory sagebrush and large perennial grass composition and structure to 
support functional sage-grouse breeding habitat conditions. 

 
Columbia River redband trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss gibbsi) are known to occur within the 
Soda Creek and Cow Creek systems. Analysis of Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified these 
systems as not fully functional, but are making significant progress toward meeting 
Standards. Redband trout require intact channels with well-developed riparian communities 
that stabilize banks to minimize erosion and create undercuts, minimize impacts of flood 
events and filters sediments, provide shade to reduce water temperatures, and contribute 
woody debris to create channel structure and regulate seasonal flow. Because these in-
stream and near-stream habitat characteristics are not fully represented, this allotment is not 
providing adequate riparian conditions to sustain viable populations of redband trout and is 
therefore not meeting Standard 8.  
 

                                                 
1 Focal Species: a set of species which define the characteristics of different spatial and compositional 
landscape attributes necessary for functional and healthy ecosystems Invalid source specified. 

 



This allotment is within the range of the Columbia spotted frog (Rana luteiventris). 
Analysis of Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified riparian areas that were not fully functional but 
are making significant progress toward meeting Standards. Spotted frogs are usually found 
along vigorous grassy/sedge margins of streams, lakes, ponds, springs, and marshes not far 
from sources of quiet permanent water. They migrate along these vegetation corridors 
between habitats used for spring breeding, summer foraging, and winter hibernation. 
Riparian conditions not fully functioning have altered or lost soil conditions, water 
availability, water quality, and hydric communities that are not adequate to sustain viable 
Columbia spotted frog populations. Although riparian habitat conditions are progressing 
toward meeting Standards 2, 3, and 7, riparian conditions are currently not fully functioning 
and therefore, the allotment is not meeting Standard 8 for spotted frogs.  
 

III. The following allotments are not meeting Standards for Rangeland Health, but 
current livestock grazing management practices are not a significant causal factor 
in failing to meet Standards:  

Burgess Allotment 

The Burgess allotment has two pastures.  Standards 1, 2, 3, and 4 apply to the Burgess 
allotment and are being met. Standards 7 and 8 are not being met.  Standards 5 and 6 are not 
applicable to this allotment. 
 
Standard 7 

Pasture 1 of the allotment contains segments of stream that are identified by IDEQ as 
impaired waters (303(d) listed); thus, Standard 7 is not being met.  Site specific information 
has not been collected by IDEQ; however, the watershed is not meeting its beneficial uses 
based on sediment, siltation, and stream temperatures.  The streams have not been assessed 
using the BLM protocol and the condition as related to Standards 2 and 3 is unknown.  
Therefore, in the absence of internal and current information, the causal factor for not 
meeting Standard 7 was not attributed to current livestock grazing. 

Standard 8 (Wildlife) 

Upland Habitat 
Both pastures 1 and 3 (no pasture 2 exists) are managed as native plant communities and are 
meeting Standard 4. Because Standard 4 is being met, it is expected that upland habitat 
composition and structure are meeting vegetation cover and forage needs of most sagebrush 
steppe associated wildlife. 
 
Riparian Habitat 
Water quality issues have been identified as not meeting Standard 7. Excessive sediment 
delivery, siltation and increasing water temperatures negatively alter aquatic habitats and 
impact aquatic wildlife communities and therefore do not meet Standard 8 due to poor 
water quality.    

 
Focal Species 
Eighty-nine percent of this allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-
grouse. A total of six sage-grouse breeding and upland summer habitat assessments 
collected from 2003 to 2012 identified:  
 

 Pasture 1 - Providing unsuitable breeding and upland summer habitat conditions; 



 Pasture 3 - Providing suitable breeding and unsuitable upland summer habitat 
conditions.  

 
Unfavorable upland summer habitat conditions occur in both pastures for sage-grouse. The 
assessments noted that understory perennial grasses (i.e., bluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho 
fescue) and forbs were poorly represented and not providing effective screening and 
security cover for summer brood-rearing sage-grouse. Breeding habitat in pasture 1 was 
found to be unsuitable due to the less-than-desirable canopy cover of sagebrush. This is 
inconsistent with the findings for Standard 4 that identified that Rangeland Health 
Standards were being met for this allotment. Because Standard 4 and Standard 8 are 
measures of upland vegetation composition, they should ideally reflect comparable 
conditions. However, if the data of the two assessments are collected at different locations 
or times of the year, localized variability may occur and create dissimilar findings. Because 
sage-grouse upland summer habitat assessments showed perennial grasses and forbs are 
underrepresented, the allotment is failing to provide adequate upland summer habitat 
conditions and therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  
 
Lowry FFR 

The Lowry FFR allotment has only one pasture.  Standards 1 and 6 apply to the Lowry FFR 
allotment and are being met. Standard 8 is not being met.  Standards 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7 are not 
applicable to this allotment. 
 
Standard 8 (Wildlife) 

Upland Habitat 
Upland habitats managed under Standard 6 (exotics) do not meet the requirements of 
Standard 8 for wildlife. Vegetation composition, structure, and function are lacking or 
absent in these communities, substantially reducing effective nesting, hiding, escape, travel, 
and foraging cover for upland sagebrush steppe wildlife overall. These communities further 
create large open spaces that diminish upland habitat connectivity and fragment sagebrush 
communities. Therefore, due to the dominance of exotic species and the absence of 
sagebrush community composition, structure and function, connectivity, and increased 
fragmentation, this allotment is failing to provide favorable upland habitat conditions for 
sagebrush steppe wildlife. 
 
Focal Species 
The entire allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-grouse. No sage-
grouse habitat assessments have been collected in this allotment. Due to the dominance of 
exotic vegetation in the uplands, this allotment is failing to provide desirable habitat 
composition and structure required for sage-grouse nesting, escape, travel, or foraging and 
therefore does not meet Standard 8 for this species.   
 

IV. The following allotments are not meeting Standards for Rangeland Health and 
current livestock management practices are a significant causal factor in failing to 
meet Standards (* denotes Standards not being met where current livestock 
grazing is a significant causal factor):   

Alkali-Wildcat Allotment 

The Alkali-Wildcat allotment has only one pasture.  Standards 1 and 4 are not being met, 
and livestock grazing is not a causal factor.  Standards 2, 3, 7, and 8 are not being met and 



current livestock grazing is a causal factor.  Standards 5 and 6 are not applicable to this 
allotment. 
 
Standard 1 

Historic livestock grazing management practices, wildfire, and exotics are significant causal 
factors for not meeting watershed standards in the Alkali-Wildcat allotment. Accelerated 
soil erosion, such as water flow patterns and pedestalled bunchgrasses, reflect a decrease in 
watershed function and are primarily associated with historic grazing practices and 
growing-season use. Ground cover trend is inconclusive due to high variability, though one 
site was influenced by a fire in the 1960s and may still lack proper protection after all these 
years. 
 
Much of the decline in soil stability and hydrologic function can be associated with a 
change in deep-rooted bunchgrasses, like bluebunch wheatgrass (Pseudoroegneria spicata), 
to more shallow-rooted species, such as Sandberg bluegrass (Poa secunda). The lack of 
species diversity and the localized invasion of annuals have compromised soil nutrient 
replenishment. This decreased ecological function leads to a lack of ability for proper 
nutrient cycling, hydrologic cycling, and energy flow, and indicates soil and hydrologic 
function are compromised from historic livestock grazing and that the Alkali-Wildcat 
allotment is not meeting Standard 1. 
 
Standards 2*, 3* & 7* 

Jump Creek, its tributaries, and the tributaries of Squaw Creek are the primary drainages in 
the Alkali-Wildcat allotment that support riparian-wetland vegetation.  Approximately 3 
miles of Jump Creek are excluded from livestock grazing, are in a relatively steep canyon, 
and are in PFC.  The portions of Jump Creek that are accessible to livestock were assessed 
FAR in 1999; the lower reach was re-assessed in PFC in 2011, indicating progress toward 
meeting the minimal requirements for the Standards.  Wildcat Spring has lost its form and 
function as a riparian-wetland area, lacks any hydric vegetation, and is NF.  Additionally, 
the streams that occur within the allotment are not meeting the watershed’s beneficial uses 
as assigned by the State of Idaho.   
 
Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for not 
meeting Standards 2, 3, and 7.  The grazing schedules that have been implemented in recent 
years have not provided rest years, there have been relatively high stocking levels, and the 
residual vegetation has not been sufficient to maintain or improve riparian-wetland 
function.  Livestock developments were not designed to protect the riparian-wetland water 
source, and the streams lack the hydric vegetative cover and bank-stabilizing species 
necessary for the maintenance of stable stream channels.  Grazing management practices 
have not provided for meeting Idaho’s water quality standards.  Therefore, current livestock 
grazing management practices do not conform to the Idaho Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management applicable to Standards 2, 3, and 7 (Table 2). 
 
Standard 4 

Current livestock grazing management practices are not significant causal factors for not 
meeting Standard 4.  Although repeated spring use has occurred on the allotment, average 
utilization was between 9 and 31 percent on key species, which is adequate to enable 
reproduction for recruitment.  The site potential for the Alkali-Wildcat allotment is mostly 
Wyoming big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata ssp. Wyomingensis)/ bluebunch wheatgrass 



plant communities.  However, the existing condition of most of the allotment is dominated 
by Wyoming big sagebrush; Sandberg bluegrass and cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) co-
dominate the grass community with moderate amounts of bluebunch wheatgrass.  All of the 
components of the reference community on the Alkali-Wildcat allotment are present; 
however, a shift has occurred to a more Sandberg bluegrass-dominated, more grazing-
resistant state.  The community composition is dominated by small bunchgrasses and 
cheatgrass with historic livestock grazing, invasion of exotic annual grasses, and wildfire 
being the significant causal factors in failure to meet Standard 4.   

 
Standard 8 (Wildlife)* 

Upland Habitat 
This allotment is managed as a native plant community and is not meeting Standard 4. The 
combination of historic grazing, invasion of exotic annual grasses, and wildfire have 
resulted in the vegetation community transitioning from a reference site community of 
perennial grasses (i.e., bluebunch wheatgrass) to a less-desirable community of more 
grazing tolerant species such as Sandberg bluegrass and cheatgrass (see Standard 4). This 
transition exposes the understory and reduces effective nesting, escape, hiding, travel, and 
foraging cover values for all wildlife associated with sagebrush steppe communities. 
Because upland habitat values are changing to a less desirable vegetation state, this 
allotment is failing to provide adequate upland habitat conditions for sagebrush steppe 
associated wildlife and therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  
 
Riparian Habitat 
Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within this allotment that are not 
properly functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current grazing practices. 
Streams, springs, and wetlands that are NF or are FAR are lacking adequate riparian 
vegetation composition and distribution to provide the structure and function to support a 
productive environment. Because Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not being met, this allotment is 
failing to provide adequate riparian habitat conditions for aquatic and terrestrial species and 
is therefore not meeting Standard 8.  
 
Focal Species 
Ninety-one percent of this allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-
grouse. A total of two sage-grouse breeding habitat assessments were collected in 2012 and 
indicated:  

 Pasture 1 - Providing unsuitable breeding habitat conditions for sage-grouse  
 

The unsuitable rating is due to the lack of large deep-rooted perennial grasses (i.e., 
bluebunch wheatgrass) in the understory. This condition fails to provide the understory 
composition and structure for effective nesting, security, and foraging cover values for 
sage-grouse. Combined with the upland discussion, Standard 4 not being met, and the 
dominance of exotic annuals, this allotment is failing to provide suitable sage-grouse habitat 
conditions and therefore is not meeting Standard 8. 
 
Columbia River redband trout are known to occur within the Jump Creek system. Standards 
2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within this system that are not properly 
functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current grazing practices. Redband 
trout require intact channels with well-developed riparian communities that stabilize banks 
to minimize erosion and create undercuts, minimize impacts of flood events and filter 
sediments, provide shade to reduce water temperatures, and contribute woody debris to 



create channel structure and regulate seasonal flows. Because these in-stream and near-
stream habitat characteristics are not fully represented, this allotment is not providing 
adequate riparian conditions to sustain viable populations of redband trout and is therefore 
not meeting Standard 8.  
 
Blackstock Springs Allotment 

The Blackstock Springs allotment has three pastures.  Standards 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, and 8 are not 
being met in the Blackstock Springs allotment and current livestock grazing is a causal 
factor.  Standards 5 and 6 are not applicable to this allotment. 
 
Standard 1* 

Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for not 
meeting upland watershed Standard 1 in pastures 1 and 2 of the Blackstock Springs 
allotment; pasture 3 is meeting. The reduction in soil and hydrologic function is associated 
with altered plant community composition and distribution due to decreased relative 
abundance of large, deep-rooted native perennial bunchgrasses and an increase in invasive 
species. As a result, historic and active accelerated erosional processes have increased 
pedestaling of plants that, along with accelerated physical damage from hoof action and 
mechanical damage to soils by livestock, has also affected the biological soil crust 
component, especially in the interspatial areas.  
 
Soil degradation is also a concern in areas where invasive annuals are increasing, such as in 
pastures 1 and 2, because shallow root structure provides reduced protection, especially in 
the latter part of the season as plants die. The majority of disturbances in pastures 1 and 2 
occur in the lowlands and foothills, while higher elevations display better plant 
communities, increased stable soils with elevated rock content, and localized rather than 
widespread disturbance along the uplands springs and intermittent streams. 
  
The generally static and declining trend in pastures 1 and 2 does not project improvement, 
especially when no rest and minimal livestock grazing deferment have been practiced. The 
decreased ability for proper nutrient cycling, hydrologic cycling, and energy flow due to 
reduced soil and hydrologic function conclude that current livestock management is a 
causal factor in not meeting Standard 1 for the Blackstock Springs allotment. 
 
Standards 2*, 3* & 7* 

The three pastures of the Blackstock Springs allotment contain approximately 9 miles of 
named streams (Deadhorse, Little McBride, McBride, Little Squaw Creeks, and Willow 
Fork) and 15 NHD identified springs.  Six miles of the streams have been assessed and 3.6 
miles (about 60 percent) were rated FAR.  Specific issues identified include poorly 
vegetated banks, both lateral and vertical instability, altered surface flows caused by 
excessive hoof action, and heavy use of vegetation.  MMIM sites were established on both 
Little Squaw Creek and Willow Fork.  Both sites exceeded the bank alteration objective set 
in the ORMP (15 and 21 percent respectively).   
 
Seventeen springs have been assessed within the three pastures; seven (40 percent) were 
FAR and four were NF (25 percent).  Specific issues identified in the recent assessments 
included heavy livestock impacts in the form of vegetation use, pugging, and wetland soil 
loss.  The surface flows patterns have been altered by hoof action creating high and dry 
pedestals and eroding soils, and the plant community had low vigor. 



 
With the exception of Little Squaw Creek and a tributary of Squaw Creek that traverse 
pasture 2, all of the streams that occur within the allotment’s three pastures are not meeting 
the State’s water quality Standards.  Additionally, BLM’s internal water temperature 
monitoring on Little Squaw, McBride, and Little McBride Creeks provided information that 
the streams exceeded the State of Idaho’s cold-water aquatic life temperature criteria (see 
the specialist report in project record for details). 
 
Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for not 
meeting Standards 2, 3, and 7.  The recent grazing schedules have not incorporated any rest 
years.  Residual vegetation has not been sufficient to maintain or improve riparian-wetland 
function, and the streams and springs lack the hydric vegetative cover and bank-stabilizing 
species necessary for the maintenance of stable stream channels and riparian-wetland areas.  
Several of the springs have been developed in a manner that is not protecting the ecological 
function associated with the water resource.  Finally, the grazing management practices 
have not provided for meeting Idaho’s water quality standards.  Therefore, current livestock 
grazing management practices do not conform to the Idaho Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management applicable to Standards 2, 3, and 7.  
 
Standard 4* 

Pastures 2 and 3 are meeting Standard 4.  Current livestock grazing management practices 
are significant causal factors for not meeting Standard 4 in pasture 1.  Grazing rotations that 
include grazing in both spring and fall seasons have occurred annually without rest in 
pasture 1.  Evaluation of the available RHFA concludes that current livestock grazing 
management practices are significant causal factors for not meeting watershed standards in 
pasture 1 of the Blackstock Springs allotment. The common presence of invasive annuals 
and shrubs and soil surface erosion are noted as factors contributing to departure from site 
potential and a lack of ecological balance. This pasture has been subject to wildland fire, 
rangeland seedings and recreation use. The higher-than-expected presence of Sandberg 
bluegrass and squirreltail indicates the early stages of a shift in composition away from 
deep-rooted bunchgrasses toward shallow-rooted bunchgrasses. Compared to the ecological 
site descriptions, the overall biotic integrity has been compromised for pasture 1 and the 
departure from potential indicates that this pasture is not meeting Standard 4.  
 
Standard 8 (Wildlife)* 

Upland Habitat 
Pastures 1, 2, 3 are managed as native plant communities. Pasture 1 is the only pasture 
determined to be not meeting Standard 4 due to current livestock grazing. Standard 4 
indicates that the vegetation community is transitioning from a reference site community of 
robust perennial grasses (i.e., bluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho fescue) to a less-desirable 
community of more grazing-tolerant species such as Sandberg bluegrass. This transition 
exposes the understory and reduces effective nesting, escape, hiding, travel, and foraging 
cover values for all wildlife associated with sagebrush steppe communities. Because upland 
habitat values are changing to a less-desirable vegetation state, this allotment is failing to 
provide adequate upland habitat conditions for sagebrush steppe and therefore is not 
meeting Standard 8. 
 
Riparian Habitat 
Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within this allotment that are not 
properly functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current grazing practices. 



Streams, springs, and wetlands that are NF or are FAR are lacking adequate riparian 
vegetation composition and distribution to provide the structure and function to support a 
productive environment. Because Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not being met, habitat conditions 
to support viable aquatic and terrestrial species populations are not meeting Standard 8.  
 
Focal Species 
The entire allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-grouse. Two of the 
four documented leks within this allotment are known to be active. A total of 19 sage-
grouse breeding and late brood-rearing habitat assessments collected from 2003 to 2012 
identified:  

 Pasture 1 - Providing suitable breeding and suitable late brood-rearing habitat 
conditions; 

 Pasture 2 - Providing marginal breeding and marginal late brood-rearing habitat 
conditions; 

 Pasture 3 - Providing marginal breeding and marginal late brood-rearing habitat 
conditions 

 
Marginal breeding habitat conditions in pastures 2 and 3 and marginal late brood-rearing 
habitat conditions in pastures 2 and 3 are not meeting Standard 8 due to current grazing 
practices. Desirable habitat conditions for sage-grouse are not being provided due to 
reduced canopy cover and height of large deep-rooted perennial grasses (i.e., bluebunch 
wheatgrass, Idaho fescue) in the understory, indicating that functional nesting, brood-
rearing, escape, and hiding cover values are failing to be provided in these pastures. Late 
brood-rearing habitat assessments (riparian measure) in pasture 2 and 3 rated marginal due 
to the increased occurrence of undesirable xeric plant species, major evidence of erosion 
and spotty distribution of forbs consistent with riparian conditions identified in Standards 2, 
3, and 7.  

 
Columbia River redband trout are known to occur within the McBride Creek system. 
Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within this system that are not properly 
functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current grazing practices. Redband 
trout require intact channels with well-developed riparian communities that stabilize banks 
to minimize erosion and create undercuts, minimize impacts of flood events and filter 
sediments, provide shade to reduce water temperatures, and contribute woody debris to 
create channel structure and regulate seasonal flow. Because these in-stream and near-
stream habitat characteristics are not fully represented, this allotment is not providing 
adequate riparian conditions to sustain viable populations of redband trout and is therefore 
not meeting Standard 8.  
 
Standard 8 (Plants)  

All special status plants known to occur in Blackstock Springs allotment are found in 
pasture 1. Two populations of Owyhee phacelia (Phacelia lutea) are not meeting this 
Standard due to the invasion of habitat by non-native annuals, abundance of non-native 
annual species in the surrounding habitats, and the shift in the surrounding plant community 
away from the ecological site potential. This indicates that habitats for Owyhee phacelia are 
not being maintained. However, the Standard is being met for all other special status plant 
occurrences in this pasture.  

 
 



Burgess FFR Allotment 

The Burgess FFR allotment has two pastures.  Standard 4 is being met and applies to 
pasture 1 of the Burgess FFR.  Standards 1, 2, 3, 6 (pasture 2), 7 and 8 are not being met 
and current livestock grazing is a causal factor.   Standard 5 is not applicable to this 
allotment.   
 
Standard 1* 

Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for not 
meeting upland watershed Standard 1 in pasture 2 of the Burgess FFR; pasture 1 is meeting. 
Water flow patterns show departures from reference conditions and are attributed to 
changes in the plant community caused by a decrease in relative abundance of large 
perennial bunchgrasses and a reduction in the small-scale variations of height and 
roughness of the ground surface. Soil surface loss and degradation has occurred as 
evidenced by active pedestals, terracettes, and localized bare ground. This is of greater 
significance along the northern boundary of the FFR where slopes above Westgate Gulch 
promote transport over longer distances that are not disrupted by adequate vegetation, 
gravels, or biotic crusts. 

Soil degradation is also a concern in areas where invasive annuals are increasing. The 
absence of shrubs and the extreme departure from reference conditions caused by invasive 
plants, primarily medusahead and bulbous bluegrass, have altered infiltration and soil 
moisture patterns that do not allow for the proper capture, storage, and management of 
moisture, especially in the latter part of the season as plants die. Taken together, current 
livestock management is a causal factor in not meeting Standard 1 for the Burgess FFR 
allotment. 
 
Standards 2*, 3* & 7* 

Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not being met on the Burgess FFR allotment.  There are about 0.35 
perennial miles of stream that occur within pasture 1 of Burgess FFR that have twice been 
rated FAR due to issues with bank instability, a lack of riparian vegetation, and 
erosion/deposition caused by overland flows.  Additionally, two reaches of an unnamed 
stream were assessed in pasture 2 in 2012.  Both were identified as ephemeral; thus, the 
lotic PFC protocol was not applied.  However, issues with erosion, the presence of 
headcuts, and upland species encroachment into the riparian area were noted.  Standard 7 is 
not being met because there are two streams that occur on BLM lands (Succor Creek and 
Westgate Gulch) that are on IDEQ’s 303(d) list of impaired waters.  Additionally, BLM has 
monitored water temperature on Succor Creek and found that it exceeded the criteria set by 
the State of Idaho (MDMT = 26.1°C and MDAT =21.5°C).  The criteria set a Maximum 
Daily Maximum Temperature (MDMT) of 22° C and a Maximum Daily Average 
Temperature (MDAT) of 19° C.   
 
Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for not 
meeting Standards 2, 3, and 7.  Residual vegetation has not been sufficient to maintain or 
improve riparian-wetland function, and the streams lack the hydric vegetative cover and 
bank-stabilizing species necessary for the maintenance of stable stream channels.  The 
recent grazing schedule has not allowed for rest years, and the spring developments were 
not designed to protect the ecological function of the riparian-wetland areas.  The grazing 
management practices have not provided for meeting Idaho’s water quality standards.  
Therefore, current livestock grazing management practices do not conform to the Idaho 



Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management applicable to Standards 2, 3, and 7 (Table 
2).  

 
Standard 6* 

Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for not 
meeting exotics Standard 6 in pasture 2 of the Burgess FFR. Pasture 2 is located in an old 
burn area. Pasture 2 indicators for functional/structural groups were rated as a moderate to 
extreme departure from reference conditions, and the indicator for invasive species was 
rated as an extreme departure. Shrub and bunchgrass cover were lacking. The pasture is 
dominated by medusahead wildrye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) with patches Sandberg 
bluegrass and phlox. There was very little recruitment of bluebunch wheatgrass following 
the burn. The production of litter from annual species was more than expected. Vigor and 
seedhead production was reduced on Sandberg bluegrass and bluebunch wheatgrass. Shrub 
recruitment was reduced. Perennial bunchgrasses were slightly decadent.  Soil degradation 
and bare ground is a concern in areas where invasive annuals are increasing and are not 
meeting minimum requirements of soil stability. Current livestock management is a causal 
factor in not meeting Standard 6 for the Burgess FFR allotment. 

 
Standard 8 (Wildlife)* 

Upland Habitat 
Pasture 1 is identified as meeting Standard 4 and therefore should be providing adequate 
vegetation composition, structure, and function for most upland species for nesting, escape, 
hiding, and foraging.  
 
Pasture 2 is managed as an exotic pasture and is not meeting Standard 6. Upland habitats 
managed under Standard 6 do not meet the requirements of Standard 8. Vegetation 
composition, structure, and function are lacking or absent in these communities, 
substantially reducing effective nesting, hiding, escape, travel, and foraging cover values for 
upland wildlife species. These exotic communities further create large open spaces, 
diminish habitat connectivity, and increase sagebrush community fragmentation.  
 
Riparian Habitat 
Evaluation of Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within this allotment that 
are not properly functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current livestock 
management practices. Streams, springs, and wetlands that are NF or are FAR are lacking 
adequate riparian vegetation composition and distribution to provide the structure and 
function to support a productive environment. Because Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not being 
met, habitat conditions to support viable aquatic and terrestrial species populations are 
failing to be provided and therefore this allotment is not meeting Standard 8.  
 
Focal Species 
One hundred percent of this allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-
grouse. A total of two sage-grouse upland summer habitat assessments collected in 2012 
identified:   
 

 Pasture 1 - Providing marginal upland summer habitat conditions; 
 Pasture 2 - Providing suitable upland summer habitat conditions (see pasture 2 

description below for rational why this exotic pasture is unsuitable sage-grouse 
habitat). 
 



Marginal upland summer habitat conditions in pasture 1 are not meeting desirable habitat 
conditions for sage-grouse. The failure to meet sage-grouse habitat criteria is driven by 
reduced canopy cover of large deep-rooted perennial grasses (i.e., bluebunch wheatgrass, 
Idaho fescue) in the understory, indicating that functional nesting, brood-rearing, escape, 
and hiding cover values are failing to be fully provided in this pasture and therefore are not 
meeting Standard 8. 

 
Pasture 2 is managed as an exotic pasture and is not meeting Standard 6. Exotic pastures are 
dominated by invasive species that do not provide nesting, hiding, and foraging cover 
values for this species. These exotic pastures further create large open spaces that diminish 
habitat connectivity and fragment sagebrush communities. Although the sage-grouse upland 
summer habitat assessment concluded that pasture 2 is providing desirable conditions, the 
assessment was conducted in a remnant sagebrush patch, suggesting that there are areas of 
shrub steppe within this pasture. However, due to the dominance of the exotic community, 
this pasture overall is providing unsuitable habitat conditions for sage-grouse and therefore 
does not meet Standard 8.    

 
Columbia River redband trout are known to occur within the Succor Creek system. 
Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within this system that are not properly 
functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current livestock management 
practices. Redband trout require intact channels with well-developed riparian communities 
that stabilize banks to minimize erosion and create undercuts, minimize impacts of flood 
events and filter sediments, provide shade to reduce water temperatures, and contribute 
woody debris to create channel structure and regulate seasonal flow. Because these in-
stream and near-stream habitat characteristics are not fully represented, this allotment is not 
providing adequate riparian conditions to sustain viable populations of redband trout and 
therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  

 
Cow Creek Allotment 

The Cow Creek allotment has five pastures.  Standard 1 is being met, Standard 4 is not 
being met, and Standards 2, 3, 7 and 8 are not being met (and current livestock grazing is a 
causal factor).  Standards 5 and 6 are not applicable to this allotment. 
 
Standards 2*, 3* & 7* 

Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not being met on the Cow Creek allotment.  Approximately 1.2 
intermittent miles of Split Rock Canyon that occur in pasture 2 of the Cow Creek allotment 
were assessed FAR based on bank instability, a lack of deep-rooted hydric species, a 
skewed age distribution of riparian plants, and the presence of headcuts.  Additionally, 1.1 
miles of the East Fork of Trout Creek were assessed in PFC in 2011 because the stream was 
armored against erosion by large boulders and the riparian vegetation appeared healthy and 
occurred as expected intermittently with the streams’ flow. Six springs have been assessed 
throughout the allotment: one was in PFC, two were FAR, and three were NF.  An 
unnamed spring was assessed FAR in 2011 because the flow patterns have been altered 
by a road traversing the riparian area, and hoof alteration were present throughout the 
wetland area creating a loss of soil moisture and thus the ability to support hydric species.   
 
Two of the NF springs are developed reservoirs for which the PFC protocol is not 
applicable; however, the spring sources have been altered and no longer provide the form 
and function associated with riparian-wetland areas.  The third spring that was assessed NF 
in 2002 was re-assessed FAR in 2011 because the riparian area was trampled by livestock 



and the wetland obligate species were moderately grazed.  Standard 7 is not being met in 
pasture 4 because the segment of Chimney Creek that flows through BLM land is on 
IDEQ’s 303(d) list of impaired waters.   
 
Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for not 
meeting Standards 2, 3, and/or 7.   Residual vegetation has not been sufficient to maintain 
or improve riparian-wetland function, and the streams lack the hydric vegetative cover and 
bank-stabilizing species necessary for the maintenance of stable stream channels.  The 
recent grazing schedule has not allowed for rest years, and the spring developments were 
not designed to protect the ecological function of the riparian-wetland areas.  The grazing 
management practices have not provided for meeting Idaho’s water quality standards.  
Therefore, current livestock grazing management practices do not conform to the Idaho 
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management applicable to Standards 2, 3, and 7 (Table 
2).  

 
Standard 4 

Current livestock grazing management practices are not significant causal factors for not 
meeting Standard 4 in pasture 2 of the Cow Creek allotment. The pasture 2 RHFA data 
indicate two sites with slight to moderate departure and one none to slight departure from 
ecological site potential.  The RHFA data indicate the biotic integrity of pasture 2 is 
meeting Standard 4.  Trend data indicate the understory is dominated by exotic annuals of 
medusahead and cheatgrass and decrease of low sagebrush density and indicate native plant 
communities in pasture 2 are not meeting Standard 4. The community composition 
dominated by exotics and medusahead and historic fire are significant causal factors in 
failure to meet Standard 4.   

 
Standard 8 (Wildlife)* 

Upland Habitat 
All of the pastures in this allotment are managed as native habitat communities. Pasture 2 is 
the only pasture identified as not meeting Standard 4, due to the dominance of cheatgrass 
and medusahead in the plant community resulting from historic fire and invasion of exotic 
species. The plant community is transitioning from a reference site characterized by robust 
perennial grasses (i.e., bluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho fescue) to a less-desirable community 
of more grazing-tolerant species such as Sandberg bluegrass, cheatgrass, and medusahead. 
This transition exposes the understory and reduces effective nesting, escape, hiding, travel, 
and foraging cover values for all wildlife associated with sagebrush steppe communities. 
Habitat connectivity and increased sagebrush fragmentation are also associated with 
increased dominance of invasive plant species. Because upland habitat values are changing 
to a less-desirable vegetation state, this allotment is failing to provide adequate upland 
habitat conditions for sagebrush steppe wildlife and therefore is not meeting Standard 8. 
 
Riparian Habitat 
Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within this allotment that are not 
properly functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current grazing practices. 
Streams, springs, and wetlands that are NF or are FAR are lacking adequate riparian 
vegetation composition and distribution to provide the structure and function to support a 
productive environment. Because Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not being met, habitat conditions 
within this allotment are inadequate to support viable aquatic and terrestrial species 
populations, and therefore, the allotment is not meeting Standard 8.  
 



Focal Species 
Ninety-nine percent of this allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-
grouse. A total of 18 sage-grouse breeding, upland summer and late brood-rearing habitat 
assessments collected from 2001 to 2012 identified:   
 

 Pasture 1 - Providing suitable breeding and marginal upland summer habitat 
conditions; 

 Pasture 2 - Providing marginal breeding, suitable upland summer habitat conditions 
and suitable late brood-rearing (mesic habitat); 

 Pasture 3 - Providing suitable breeding and suitable upland summer habitat 
conditions; 

 Pasture 4 - Providing marginal breeding and suitable upland habitat conditions; and 
 Pasture 5 - Providing suitable breeding and unsuitable upland summer habitat 

conditions.  
 

Marginal breeding habitat conditions in pastures 2 and 4 and unsuitable upland summer 
habitat conditions in pasture 5 are not meeting desirable habitat conditions for sage-grouse 
and therefore are not meeting Standard 8. The primary cause for not meeting sage-grouse 
habitat criteria is driven by reduced canopy cover of large deep-rooted perennial grasses 
(i.e., bluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho fescue) in the understory, indicating that functional 
nesting, brood-rearing, escape, and hiding cover values are not fully being provided in these 
pastures. The marginal rating for pasture 1 is due to the greater than desirable canopy cover 
and height of the sagebrush overstory with favorable perennial grasses occur in the 
understory. Because pastures 2 and 4 are not meeting desirable sage-grouse habitat 
conditions, this allotment is failing to provide adequate upland habitat values and therefore 
is not meeting Standard 8.  

 
Columbia River redband trout are known to occur within the Succor Creek system. 
Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within this system that are not properly 
functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current grazing practices. They 
require intact channels with well-developed riparian communities that stabilize banks to 
minimize erosion and create undercuts, minimize impacts of flood events and filter 
sediments, provide shade to reduce water temperatures, and contribute woody debris to 
create channel structure and regulate seasonal flow. Because these in-stream and near-
stream habitat characteristics are not fully represented, this allotment is not providing 
adequate riparian conditions to sustain viable populations of redband trout, and therefore is 
not meeting Standard 8.  
  
This allotment is within the range of the Columbia spotted frog. Standards 2, 3, and 7 
identified streams and springs that are not properly functioning or meeting water quality 
parameters due to current grazing practices. Spotted frogs are usually found along vigorous 
grassy/sedge margins of streams, lakes, ponds, springs, and marshes not far from sources of 
quiet permanent water. They migrate along these vegetation corridors between habitats used 
for spring breeding, summer foraging, and winter hibernation. Because these riparian 
habitat characteristics are not properly functioning, this allotment is not providing adequate 
aquatic conditions to sustain viable populations of spotted frogs, and therefore is not 
meeting Standard 8.  
 
 

 



Elephant Butte Allotment 

The Elephant Butte allotment has five pastures.  Standards 2, 3, and 7 apply to the Elephant 
Butte allotment and are being met.  Standards 1, 6 and 8 are not being met and current 
livestock grazing is a causal factor. Standards 4 and 5 are not applicable to this allotment. 
 
Standard 1* 

Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for not 
meeting upland watershed Standard 1 in portions of pasture 2. Signs of increased erosion, 
such as water flow patterns and pedestaled bunchgrasses, reflect a decrease in watershed 
function, while short-term declines in more durable soil cover are evident in microbiotic 
crusts, rocks, gravel, and persistent litter. A decline in soil structure, organic matter, and 
non-persistent litter, along with an increase in bare ground, are also apparent. Although 
native plant conditions are noted to be in excellent condition along some steeper slopes 
within pasture 2, the more easily accessible lower elevations and gentler grades display a 
decline in watershed function. With actual use occurring during the spring and winter, wet 
soils are especially susceptible to mechanical damage and to increasing bare ground. 
Livestock grazing under wet conditions has thus been the main cause for the physical 
impacts to soils.  
 
Besides pasture 2, RHFAs for the allotment show very little to no distinct physical 
degradation for watershed indicators because most surfaces in the allotment have a high 
rock and gravel content that protect soils from erosional forces. That is especially the case 
on the calcareous soils of the salt shrub desert along the gently sloping to flat alluvial plains 
above the Snake River valley.  
 
Ground cover data from trend sites, however, provide indication that non-persistent litter 
and canopy cover are on a general decline or show no improvement. Trend in ground cover 
also shows a general increase of bare ground in four out of six sites. While persistent litter 
is the only other measure that shows a general increase in protecting surface soils, the 
decline in non-persistent litter and the decrease or static state in canopy cover does not 
reflect an upward trend for the allotment, especially pastures 2, 3, 4, and 5. No ground cover 
data are available for pasture 1. Based on the declining conditions reflected in the available 
trend data, pastures 2, 3, 4 and 5 are not capable of maintaining adequate nutrient, energy, 
and hydrologic cycling though soil stability, with the exception of pasture 2, is not an issue 
at this time.  
 
Despite the adequate physical state of soil stability across the majority of the allotment, 
watershed conditions in Elephant Butte are deteriorating due to the invasion of annual 
grasses and the resulting extreme departure from expected vegetative conditions. Ecological 
site potential has shifted into another state where a monoculture of annual invasive plants, 
such as cheatgrass and medusahead, dominate. Although annuals provide spring forage for 
livestock and cover for watershed protection by effectively reducing raindrop energy and 
protecting from wind erosion, the presence of annuals affect the biological and chemical 
aspects of soils and long-term (more than 10 years) rangeland health.  
 
Invasive annuals modify the ecosystem attributes of soil temperature and soil water 
distribution, provide less root mass and soil stability than perennial bunchgrasses, over time 
reduce the diversity and cover of microbiotic crusts, promote loss of native plants, and 
adversely alter fire intervals and impacts (Pellant, 1996). The extremely flammable 
conditions associated with standing dead cheatgrass within the close proximity to well-



travelled and utilized infrastructure in and around Elephant Butte allotment have the 
potential to worsen watershed conditions should vegetation be removed by wildfire. The 
resulting combination of water erosion on unprotected steeper ground and deflating wind 
erosion on the flats could promote soil surface loss and degradation, reduce soil 
productivity, and would add to deteriorating conditions.  
 
Currently, the soil’s surface integrity and its ability to provide nutrient cycling are impacted 
where annual invasive plants are dominating, which is apparent across the allotment but 
particularly in the lower elevations. With overall biotic integrity displaying an extreme 
departure due to lack of species diversity and dominance of invasive grasses, soil and 
hydrologic function is adversely affected. The departures of physical watershed indicators 
for soil stability and hydrologic function for pasture 2 and the adverse biological and 
chemical soil impacts from the extreme impacts on native vegetation by invasive annuals 
lead to the conclusion that Standard 1 in the Elephant Butte allotment is not being met. 
Historic grazing and past fire are the causes for not meeting ORMP objectives where 
invasive annuals have taken over, especially in pastures 3, 4, and 5. Current livestock 
grazing is the primary causal factor for not meeting Standard 1 due to physical soil impacts 
in pasture 2. 
 
Standard 6* 

Pastures 1, 3, 4 and 5 are meeting Standard 6.  Current livestock grazing management 
practices are significant causal factors for failing to meet Standard 6 in pasture 2 of the 
Elephant Butte allotment. Pasture 2 has a decrease in bluebunch wheatgrass frequency. The 
rangeland health of cheatgrass-infested communities is either at risk or already in the 
unhealthy category, with even more undesirable weeds invading some cheatgrass 
communities. The number of perennial species diminishing over time, as shown in the trend 
data, and the departures of physical watershed indicators for soil stability and hydrologic 
function for pasture 2 are significant factors in not meeting Standard 6. Current livestock 
grazing is the primary causal factor for failing to meet Standard 6. 
 
Standard 8 (Wildlife) 

Upland Habitat 
Pasture 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 are managed as exotic pastures. Upland habitats managed under 
Standard 6 do not meet the requirements of Standard 8. Due to current livestock grazing and 
the dominance of exotic species in this allotment, vegetation composition, structure, and 
function are lacking or absent in these communities and have substantially reduce effective 
nesting, hiding, escape, travel, and foraging cover values for all upland wildlife species. 
These exotic communities further create large open spaces, diminish habitat connectivity, 
and increase sagebrush community fragmentation. 
 
Focal Species 
Twenty-two percent of this allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-
grouse. A total of five sage-grouse breeding habitat assessments collected from 2009 to 
2012 indicated: 
 

 Pasture 1 - Non-habitat for sage-grouse 
 Pasture 2 - Northern portion: non-habitat for sage-grouse; southern portion: 

providing suitable breeding habitat conditions 
 Pasture 3 - Non-habitat for sage-grouse 



 Pasture 4 - Non-habitat for sage-grouse 
 Pasture 5 - Non-habitat for sage-grouse 

 
All of the pastures in this allotment are non-habitat for sage-grouse because of the 
shadscale/cheatgrass plant community that does not provide adequate habitat composition, 
structure and function. This is also consistent with PPH/GPH modeling map that identifies 
that 78 percent of this allotment is outside the range of sage-grouse habitat. However, in the 
remaining 22 percent of the allotment, the southern portion of pasture 2 increases in 
elevation and the sagebrush community becomes more favorable with a desirable canopy 
cover of bluebunch wheatgrass in the understory. Sage-grouse breeding habitat assessments 
recorded that this southern portion of the pasture is providing favorable 
overstory/understory composition of sagebrush and bluebunch wheatgrass for effective 
nesting, escape, security, and foraging cover for sage-grouse. 
 
Standard 8 (Plants) 

There are six special status plants known to occur within this allotment. Cusick’s 
pincushion (Chaenactis cusickii) and soft blazingstar (Mentzelia mollis) are co-located 
within the same habitat in pasture 3. Cusick’s pincushion is also known to occur in pasture 
5. Idaho milkvetch (Astragalus conjunctus) occurs in the southern portion of pasture 2. 
Malheur cryptantha (Cryptantha propria), false naked buckwheat (Eriogonum novonudum), 
and Antelope Valley beardtongue (Penstemon janishiae) all occur in the same general area 
in pasture 2.   
 
Livestock present no threats to soft blazingstar and Cusick’s pincushion. However, this 
Standard is not being met due to extensive OHV and trash dumping impacts within the 
habitats of Cusick’s pincushion and soft blazingstar in pasture 3.  
 
The Idaho milkvetch population is in good condition and the Standard is being met for this 
specific species. 
 
Peripheral habitat disturbance appears to be where threats to Malheur cryptantha, false 
naked buckwheat, and Antelope Valley beardtongue occur. The habitats themselves are 
generally intact with little disturbance. Livestock impacts are limited within these habitats 
due to the lack of forage within these unique soil inclusions. This Standard is being met for 
these species’ habitats. 
 
Ferris FFR  

The Ferris FFR allotment has three pastures.  Standard 1 applies to the Ferris FFR and is 
being met.  Standards 4 and 7 are not being met, and Standards 2 and 8 are not being met 
with current livestock grazing as a causal factor.  Standards 3, 5, and 6 are not applicable to 
this allotment. 
 
Standard 2* & 7 

According to the NHD, there are almost 13 miles of stream and two springs on BLM land 
within the Ferris FFR allotment.  None of the streams have been assessed; thus, information 
is not available regarding their condition.  Recent aerial imagery indicates the streams are 
likely ephemeral and there are very few riparian-wetland areas associated with them.  Two 
springs in pasture 3 were rated FAR because the riparian-wetland areas are losing extent 
from both livestock trailing and soil shearing that has altered the flow patterns, drying the 



wetland soils and allowing upland species to outcompete hydric vegetation.  Also, the 
disrepair of the developments at both springs was noted.  Both Cow Creek and an unnamed 
tributary are on IDEQ’s 303(d) list of impaired waters.  Additionally, BLM has internal 
information that Cow Creek exceeded the water temperature criteria (MDMT = 38.1°C and 
MDAT =25.2°C).  The criteria, as defined by the State of Idaho, set a Maximum Daily 
Maximum Temperature (MDMT) of 22° C and a Maximum Daily Average Temperature 
(MDAT) of 19° C. 
 
Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for not 
meeting Standard 2.   Residual vegetation has not been sufficient to maintain or improve 
riparian-wetland function.  The recent grazing schedule has not included rest years, and the 
spring developments were not designed to protect the ecological function of the riparian-
wetland areas.  Therefore, current livestock grazing management practices do not conform 
to the Idaho Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management applicable to Standard 2 (Table 
2).  
 
Standard 4 

Pasture 2 is meeting Standard 4. Current livestock grazing management practices are not 
significant causal factors for failing to meet Standard 4 in pasture 3 of the Ferris FFR. 
Pasture 3 has a moderate departure of functional structural groups based on increased 
shrubs and decreased bunchgrasses or low vigor when present.  In addition, pasture 3 has a 
moderate to extreme departure from ecological site potential of invasive plants.  The 
community composition dominated by exotics and lack of functional structural groups due 
to historic fire is a significant factor in failure to meet Standard 4.   
 
Standard 8 (Wildlife)* 

Upland Habitat 
All of the pastures in this allotment are managed as native habitat communities. Pastures 1 
and 3 are identified as failing to meet Standard 4 due to the dominance of exotic species 
such as cheatgrass and medusahead in the plant community resulting from historic fire and 
invasion of exotic species. The plant community is transitioning from a reference site 
characterized by robust perennial grasses (i.e., bluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho fescue) to a 
less-desirable community of more grazing-tolerant species such as Sandberg bluegrass, 
cheatgrass, and medusahead. This transition exposes the understory and reduces effective 
nesting, escape, hiding, travel, and foraging cover values for all wildlife associated with 
sagebrush steppe communities. Reduced habitat connectivity and increased sagebrush 
community fragmentation are also associated with increased dominance of invasive plant 
species. Because upland community composition is changing to a less-desirable vegetation 
state, this allotment is failing to provide adequate upland habitat values for sagebrush steppe 
wildlife and therefore is not meeting Standard 8. 
 
Riparian Habitat 
Standards 2 and 7 identified streams and springs within this allotment that are not properly 
functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current grazing practices. Springs, 
and wetlands that are FAR and/or water developments in disrepair are lacking adequate 
riparian vegetation composition and distribution to provide the structure and function to 
support a productive riparian environment. Because Standards 2 and 7 are not being met, 
this allotment is failing to provide adequate conditions for aquatic and terrestrial wildlife, 
and therefore is not meeting Standard 8. 
 



Focal Species 
The entirety of this allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-grouse. A 
total of three sage-grouse upland summer habitat assessments collected in 2012 identified: 
 

 Pasture 1 - Providing non-habitat due to absence of sagebrush and dominance of 
exotic grasses.  

 Pasture 2 - Providing suitable upland summer habitat conditions; 
 Pasture 3 - Providing suitable upland summer habitat conditions. 

 
Pasture 1 is identified to be non-sage-grouse habitat due to the absence of sagebrush and the 
dominance of exotic annuals. This is the result of a 1960s wildfire that burned 
approximately 70 percent of the pasture. Pastures 2 and 3 are shown to be providing 
suitable sage-grouse summer habitat largely due to the favorable canopy cover of perennial 
grasses and forbs in the understory, although the sagebrush overstory exceeded desirable 
densities and height criteria. Because this allotment is well within modeled PPH/GPH for 
sage-grouse and pasture 1 is managed as a native community (but dominated by annuals) 
under Standard 4, this allotment is failing to provide adequate habitat conditions and 
connectivity for sage-grouse, and therefore does not meet Standard 8.  
 
This allotment is within the range of the Columbia spotted frog. Evaluation of Standards 2 
and 7 identified streams and springs that are not properly functioning or meeting water 
quality parameters due to current grazing practices. Spotted frogs are usually found along 
vigorous grassy/sedge margins of streams, lakes, ponds, springs, and marshes not far from 
sources of quiet permanent water. They migrate along these vegetation corridors between 
habitats used for spring breeding, summer foraging, and winter hibernation. Because 
streams and springs are not functioning properly, this allotment is not providing adequate 
aquatic conditions to sustain viable populations of spotted frogs, and therefore is not 
meeting Standard 8.  
 
Jackson Creek Allotment 

The Jackson Creek allotment has five pastures.  Standard 4 applies to the Jackson Creek 
allotment and is being met in pastures 2, 3, 4 and 5.  Standards 1, 2, 3, 6 (pasture 1), 7, and 
8 are not being met and current livestock grazing is a causal factor.  Standard 5 is not 
applicable to this allotment. 
 
Standard 1* 

Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for not 
meeting upland watershed Standard 1 in pasture 1. Pastures 2, 3, 4, and 5 are meeting, 
although pasture 3 appears to be functioning at borderline levels due to an increasing 
presence of water flow patterns and pedestal formation. With a noticeable change in plant 
communities compared to reference conditions, impending soil degradation is a concern in 
the future, especially due to an increase in invasive annuals.  
 
In pasture 1, both historic and active accelerated erosional processes have resulted in 
abundant pedestaling of plants, water flow patterns, and commonly found physical soil 
impacts by livestock hoof action. Localized compaction is inhibiting plant growth and 
biological soil crusts are variable, ranging from being present to being greatly reduced or 
absent, especially in interspatial areas. Repeated spring and early summer season use under 
wet conditions have promoted mechanical damage to the soil surface and bare ground.  
 



Non-mechanical impacts are associated with altered plant community composition and 
distribution from a decrease in relative abundance of large, deep-rooted native perennial 
bunchgrasses and an increase in invasive species. Static or declining trends in pasture 1 
project limited to no indications of improvements. As a result, a shift in the plant 
community has led to accelerated erosion and impacts to upland watershed health, 
especially with no rest or deferred grazing in place. The decreased ecological function, 
impaired soils, and repeated spring use in the absence of rest indicate that soil and 
hydrologic function are compromised and that livestock management is the primary 
contributing factor for the failure to meet Standard 1 in in the Jackson Creek allotment. 
 
Standards 2*, 3* & 7* 

Coyote, Jackson, Little Cow, and Succor Creeks, and Westgate Gulch are the primary 
drainages in the allotment that support riparian-wetland vegetation.  Approximately 1 mile 
of Succor Creek, 1 mile of Wildcat Canyon, and 1.2 miles of Jackson Creek have been 
assessed.  Both Jackson Creek and Wildcat Canyon are in relatively deep canyons, are well-
armored with rock and a mature willow community, and were in PFC.  However, the reach 
of Succor Creek was at risk because there was a lack of bank-binding vegetation, as well as 
over-widening and incision of the stream channel.  Three additional reaches on Succor, 
Coyote, and Wildcat Canyon were identified for assessment in 2012.  The three were 
classified as ephemeral streams; thus, the PFC protocol was not applied.  The reaches of 
stream are all geologically confined, well-armored with rock and dense willows, and 
primarily inaccessible to livestock.  Additionally, two MMIM sites were established on 
Succor and Little Jackson Creeks.  Both sites exceeded the bank alteration criteria set in the 
ORMP with alterations of 32 percent and 46 percent respectively. 
 
The NHD identifies 11 springs that occur on BLM lands within the allotment.  Three of the 
springs were assessed at risk in 2008 because there was a low composition of hydric species 
and the soils were compacted by hoof action.  A fourth spring was assessed at risk in 2003 
because more than 40 percent of the available forage had been grazed and 35 to 45 percent 
of the site was covered in undesirable herbaceous species.  Six springs were identified for 
assessment in 2012, and three of them were not assessed using the PFC protocol, based on 
the degree of development and disrepair of troughs and pipelines as well as the loss of 
extent of the riparian-wetland area.  One of the springs that was previously assessed FAR 
was revisited in 2012 and again assessed FAR.  Issues of concern included livestock 
shearing of wetland soils, causing erosion and a loss of extent of the riparian-wetland area.  
Two additional springs that had not been visited previously were assessed FAR in 2012.  
One of them is developed with the trough and pipeline in disrepair, there is shearing and 
erosion occurring from excessive livestock presence and the riparian-wetland area is losing 
extent.  The second one has headcuts present, causing vertical instability, erosion, and loss 
of extent of the riparian-wetland area. 
 
All of the five pastures that make up the Jackson Creek grazing allotment have portions of 
streams on BLM lands that are on IDEQ’s 303(d) list of impaired waters.  The streams 
occur in the Middle Snake-Succor watershed and are not meeting the beneficial uses 
assigned to them, including cold-water aquatic life, salmonid spawning, and primary and 
secondary contact recreation.  Additionally, BLM’s internal water temperature monitoring 
on Little Squaw, McBride, and Little McBride Creeks provided information that the streams 
exceeded the State’s cold water aquatic life temperature criteria (see specialist report in 
project record for details). 
 



Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for not 
meeting Standards 2, 3, and 7.   The recent grazing schedules have not incorporated any rest 
years and the residual vegetation has not been sufficient to maintain riparian-wetland 
function or stable stream banks.  The spring developments were not designed to protect the 
ecological function of the riparian-wetland areas and the grazing management practices 
have not provided for meeting Idaho’s water quality Standards.  Therefore, current livestock 
grazing management practices do not conform to the Idaho Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management applicable to Standards 2, 3, and 7 (Table 2).  
 
Standard 6* 

Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for failing to 
meet Standard 6 in pasture 1 in the Jackson Creek allotment. Pasture 1 is sparsely 
distributed with shrubs, and large perennial bunchgrasses are scattered in small patches; 
Sandberg bluegrass, ventenata, and medusahead dominate the site. Reproductive 
capabilities were less than expected on perennial plants. In pasture 1, both historic and 
active accelerated erosional processes have resulted in abundant pedestaling of plants, 
moderate-to-extreme water flow patterns, and commonly found mechanical damage to the 
soils by livestock hoof action.  Therefore, current livestock practices in pasture 1 of the 
Jackson Creek allotment are not meeting Standard 6. Current livestock grazing is the 
primary causal factor for not meeting this Standard due to physical soil impacts in pasture 1. 
 
Standard 8 (Wildlife)* 

Uplands 
Pasture 1 is managed as an exotic pasture and is failing to meet Standard 6 due to historic 
and current grazing practices. Exotic pastures are dominated by invasive species that do not 
provide nesting, hiding, and foraging cover values for this species and therefore do not meet 
Standard 8. These communities further create large open spaces that diminish habitat 
connectivity and fragment sagebrush communities. Therefore, due to the dominance of the 
exotic species and the fragmentation of the sagebrush community, this allotment failing to 
provide viable vegetation composition and structure for sagebrush steppe wildlife, and 
therefore is not meeting Standard 8.    

 
Riparian 
Evaluation of Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within this allotment that 
are not properly functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current grazing 
practices and therefore do not meet Standard 8. Streams, springs, and wetlands that are FAR 
or development in disrepair are lacking adequate riparian vegetation composition and 
distribution to provide the structure and function to support a productive riparian 
environment. Because Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not being met, this allotment is failing to 
provide adequate riparian conditions to support viable aquatic and terrestrial species 
populations and therefore is not meeting Standard 8. 

 
Focal Species 
The entire allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-grouse. There are five 
documented leks (three known to be still active; all are within pasture 1) in this allotment. A 
total of 19 sage-grouse breeding, upland summer, riparian summer, and late brood-rearing 
habitat assessments collected from 2003-2012 identified:   
 



 Pasture 1 - Providing suitable breeding; marginal upland summer, and unsuitable 
riparian summer habitat conditions (see pasture 1 discussion below for rationale 
why this exotic pasture is unsuitable sage-grouse habitat). 

 Pasture 2 - Providing suitable upland summer and unsuitable riparian summer 
habitat conditions (mesic habitat assessment); 

 Pasture 3 - Providing marginal breeding and unsuitable late brood-rearing habitat 
conditions (mesic habitat assessment); 

 Pasture 4 - Providing suitable upland habitat conditions and unsuitable riparian 
habitat conditions; and 

 Pasture 5 – Providing suitable upland summer habitat conditions.  
 

Upland habitat measures (i.e., breeding and summer upland habitat assessments) in all the 
pastures, except pasture 3, which rated marginal, showed favorable overstory/understory 
conditions for providing effective nesting, hiding, and foraging cover for sage-grouse. 
However, the primary issues in these five pastures are the condition of riparian areas 
associated with streams, springs, wetlands, and mesic areas. All of the riparian habitat 
measures (i.e., late brood-rearing, riparian summer habitat assessments) showed unsuitable 
sage-grouse habitat conditions. These habitat features are important for late brood-rearing 
and maturing sage-grouse for the availability of forbs and insects. Current grazing practices 
and absence of development maintenance (i.e., troughs and riparian exclosures) have 
resulted in increased erosion, exotic species, and drier soil conditions, and therefore are not 
meeting Standard 8 for brood-rearing and maturing sage-grouse.   
 
There may be some confusion regarding pasture 1, where there are three known active leks 
and the sage-grouse breeding habitat assessments showed the pasture to be providing 
suitable breeding habitat, although the pasture is managed as an exotic community and is 
identified in the above upland habitat discussion to be failing to meet Standard 8 for 
wildlife. Leks are traditional locations and breeding sage-grouse have been known to 
display in areas (i.e., ridgetops, burned areas, croplands) that may not provide the 
security/screening cover sought for nesting. After lekking/breeding, nesting female sage-
grouse seek suitable overstory/understory composition and structure of sagebrush and 
perennial grasses, typically within 1.1 to 6.2 km (approximately 0.5 to 4.0 miles) of the lek 
(Connelly, Schroeder, Sands, & Braun, 2000). Although the breeding habitat assessments 
showed suitable conditions for nesting within pasture 1, the success of any nesting within 
pasture 1 is unknown; however, the distance criteria for nesting individuals includes 
adjacent pastures and allotments that may provide better quality habitat than pasture 1. In 
addition, the habitat assessments were conducted in sagebrush stands that may not be 
representative of the entire pasture. See Upland Habitat discussion about pasture 1 and 
Standard 6. Because this is an exotic pasture and habitat conditions are not favorable for 
sage-grouse nesting, hiding, and foraging, this allotment is failing to provide adequate 
conditions for sage-grouse, and therefore is not meeting Standard 8. 
 
Columbia River redband trout are known to occur within the Succor, Jackson, and Little 
Cow Creek systems. Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within these 
systems that are not properly functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current 
grazing practices. Redband trout require intact channels with well-developed riparian 
communities that stabilize banks to minimize erosion and create undercuts, minimize 
impacts of flood events and filter sediments, provide shade to reduce water temperatures, 
and contribute woody debris to create channel structure and regulate seasonal flow. Because 
these in-stream and near-stream habitat characteristics are not fully represented, this 



allotment is not providing adequate riparian conditions to sustain viable populations of 
redband trout and therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  
 
This allotment is within the range of the Columbia spotted frog. Standards 2, 3, and 7 
identified streams and springs that are not properly functioning or meeting water quality 
parameters due to current grazing practices. Spotted frogs are usually found along vigorous 
grassy/sedge margins of streams, lakes, ponds, springs, and marshes not far from sources of 
quiet permanent water. They migrate along these vegetation corridors between habitats used 
for spring breeding, summer foraging, and winter hibernation. Because streams and springs 
are not functioning properly, this allotment is not providing adequate aquatic conditions to 
sustain viable populations of spotted frogs and therefore is not meeting Standard 8. 

 
Joint Allotment 

The Joint allotment has three pastures.  Standard 4 applies to the Joint allotment and is 
being met in pastures 2 and 4.  Standard 5 applies to pasture 3 and is not being met.  
Standards 1, 2, 3, 7, and 8 are not being met and current livestock grazing is a causal factor. 
Standard 6 is not applicable to this allotment. 
 
Standard 1* 

Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for failing to 
meet upland watershed Standard 1 in pastures 2 and 3 due to declining conditions in soil 
and hydrologic function. Accelerated erosional processes and water flow patterns have 
caused an increase in bare ground and pedestaling of plants, while trails are common and 
have affected the biological soil crust component in the interspatial areas. The primary 
causes for soil degradation are associated with mechanical damage to soils by livestock 
hoof action and increasing invasive annuals. 
 
Sediment movement may be relatively short to non-existent on flat terrain but is of greater 
significance where slopes promote transport over longer distances that are not disrupted by 
deep-rooted vegetation, gravels, or biotic crusts. The variability of slopes in the Joint 
allotment and the often very steep topography increases erosion potentials and promotes 
delivery of sediments into adjacent riparian areas.  
 
Much of the available data for pasture 4 was deemed unusable after the 2006 Chubby Spain 
fire. Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation (ESR) monitoring (2009), however, found 
the burn area to be on a recovering path after being rested for several years. The pasture 
needs to be re-evaluated over time, especially for invasive species. Soil degradation is a 
concern in areas where invasive annuals are increasing, such as in pastures 2 and 3, as 
shallow root structure provides reduced protection, especially in the latter part of the season 
as plants die. The decreased ecological function, impaired soils, and repeated spring use in 
the absence of rest indicate that soil and hydrologic function are compromised and that 
livestock management is the primary contributing factor for not meeting Standard 1 in in 
the Joint allotment. 

 
Standards 2*, 3* & 7* 

Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not being met on the Joint allotment.  The reach of Posey Creek 
that traverses pasture 2 and the reach of Soda Creek that occurs in pasture 3 within the Joint 
allotment were both rated FAR, based on issues with channel instability, incision, and over-
widening.  The springs that occur within the allotment were assessed either FAR or NF 



because there were concerns with the presence of undesirable species, non-maintained 
developments, altered flow patterns, and vertical instability.  Both Soda Creek and an 
unnamed tributary within the allotment are on IDEQ’s 303(d) list of impaired waters.  
Additionally, BLM has internally collected temperature information that conclude the reach 
of Soda Creek that traverses pasture 1 exceeded the water temperature criteria set by the 
State (MDMT = 31.2°C and MDAT =22.5°C).  The criteria, as defined by the State, sets a 
Maximum Daily Maximum Temperature (MDMT) of 22° C and a Maximum Daily 
Average Temperature (MDAT) of 19° C. 
 
Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for failing to 
meet Standards 2, 3, and 7.  Residual vegetation has not been sufficient to maintain or 
improve riparian-wetland function, and the streams lack the hydric vegetative cover and 
bank-stabilizing species necessary for the maintenance of stable stream channels.  The 
recent grazing schedule has not included rest years, and the spring developments were not 
designed to protect the ecological function of the riparian-wetland areas.  The grazing 
management practices have not provided for meeting Idaho’s water quality standards.  
Therefore, current livestock grazing management practices do not conform with the Idaho 
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management applicable to Standards 2, 3, and 7.  
 
Standard 5 

Standard 5 is not being met and current livestock grazing management practices are not 
significant causal factors for failing to meet seeding Standard 5 in pasture 3 of the Joint 
allotment, based on lack of shrub component in the seeding.  The pasture is a monoculture 
of intermediate wheatgrass and no species diversity is present. 
 
Standard 8 (Wildlife)* 

Upland Habitat 
Pastures 2, 4, and 5 are managed as native plant communities and are shown to be meeting 
Standard 4. Because Standard 4 is being met and there is no other information available, the 
plant community is expected to be providing adequate nesting, escape, travel, and hiding 
cover and accessible forage for wildlife in general.  
 
Pasture 3 is managed as a seeding pasture and is concluded to be failing to meet Standard 5. 
The community is dominated by intermediate wheatgrass and lacks an overstory shrub 
component. Due to the lack of plant community diversity, composition, and structure, 
pasture 3 is failing to provide adequate nesting, hiding, and foraging cover for sagebrush 
steppe associated species and therefore is not meeting Standard 8. However, it is anticipated 
that in time, shrubs will begin to reestablish themselves under improved management.  
 
Riparian Habitat 
Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within this allotment that are not 
properly functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current grazing practices. 
Streams, springs, and wetlands that are FAR and the water developments that are in 
disrepair are lacking adequate riparian vegetation composition and distribution to provide 
the structure and function to support a productive riparian environment. Because Standards 
2, 3, and 7 are not meeting, this allotment is failing to provide adequate riparian habitat 
conditions aquatic and terrestrial species and is therefore not meeting Standard 8. 

 
 
 



Focal Species 
The entire allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-grouse. A total of five 
sage-grouse breeding, upland summer and late brood-rearing habitat assessments collected 
from 2003 to 2009 identified:   
 

 Pasture 2 - Providing suitable breeding and marginal late brood-rearing habitat 
conditions (mesic habitat assessment); 

 Pasture 3 - Providing suitable breeding habitat conditions; 
 Pasture 4 - Providing suitable breeding habitat conditions; 
 Pasture 5 - No sage assessment information available. 

 
Sage-grouse breeding habitat assessments for pastures 2, 3, and 4 showed favorable 
overstory/understory conditions for providing effective nesting, hiding, and foraging cover 
for sage-grouse. However, the primary issues in this allotment are the conditions of the 
riparian areas in pasture 2 associated with streams, springs, wetlands, and mesic areas. The 
assessments identified late brood-rearing habitat as marginal due to invasion xeric plants, 
minor bank erosion, reduced forb availability, and reduced plant structure caused by current 
grazing practices. These late/summer habitat features are important for brood-rearing and 
mature sage-grouse because of the availability of forbs and insects. Because of the 
unfavorable riparian conditions, this allotment is failing to provide adequate habitat for late 
brood-rearing sage-grouse and therefore is not meeting Standard 8. This is consistent with 
riparian issues identified in Standards 2, 3, and 7 discussed above.  

 
This allotment is within the range of the Columbia spotted frog. Evaluation of Standards 2, 
3, and 7 identified streams and springs that are not properly functioning or meeting water 
quality parameters due to current grazing practices. Spotted frogs are usually found along 
vigorous grassy/sedge margins of streams, lakes, ponds, springs, and marshes not far from 
sources of quiet permanent water. They migrate along these vegetation corridors between 
habitats used for spring breeding, summer foraging, and winter hibernation. Because 
streams and springs are not functioning properly, this allotment is not providing adequate 
aquatic conditions to sustain viable populations of spotted frogs and therefore is not meeting 
Standard 8. 
 
Madriaga Allotment 
The Madriaga allotment has two pastures.  Standard 4 is not being met.  Standards 1, 2, 3, 7 
and 8 are not being met and current livestock grazing is a causal factor.  Standards 5 and 6 
are not applicable to this allotment. 
 
Standard 1* 

Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for not 
meeting upland watershed Standard 1 in pasture 2. Observations during a field trip in the 
summer of 2012 (see project record) contradicted earlier monitoring results due to the 
presence of extensive pedestaling and connected water flow patterns. Livestock grazing 
during wet conditions has led to widespread mechanical soil damage and increased bare 
ground.  
 
Although ground cover trend data in pasture 2 show a decline in bare ground, a decrease in 
durable soil cover, such as biological crusts, gravels, rocks, and persistent litter is apparent, 
along with no improvement in canopy cover. A significant spike in invasive annuals also 
warrants concern over the long term for pasture 1, which is meeting the Standard otherwise. 



The decreased ecological function and impaired soils indicate that soil and hydrologic 
function are compromised and that livestock management is the primary contributing factor 
for not meeting Standard 1 in in the Madriaga allotment. 
 
Standards 2*, 3* & 7* 

Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not being met on the Madriaga allotment.  Approximately 1.6 
miles of Posey Creek that occur within the Madriaga allotment were assessed FAR because 
there was a lack of hydric vegetation, the stream channel was incised, there was lateral and 
vertical instability, and there were headcuts present.  Eight springs have been assessed 
within the two pastures on the Madriaga allotment.  Five were non-functional, two were 
FAR, and one was in PFC.  Maws Gulch, Sommercamp Basin, Posey Creek, a tributary to 
Posey Creek, and Spring Branch Creek are all on IDEQ’s 303(d) list of impaired waters.  
However, Sommercamp Basin was meeting the temperature criteria for cold water aquatic 
life (MDMT = 18.5°C and MDAT =14.0°C), and thus providing the watershed’s beneficial 
use. 
 
Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for failing to 
meet Standards 2, 3, and 7.   Residual vegetation has not been sufficient to maintain or 
improve riparian-wetland function, and the streams lack the hydric vegetative cover and 
bank-stabilizing species necessary for the maintenance of stable stream channels.  The 
grazing management practices have not provided for meeting Idaho’s water quality 
Standards.  Therefore, current livestock grazing management practices do not conform to 
the Idaho Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management applicable to Standards 2, 3, and 
7.  
 
Standard 4 

Current livestock grazing management practices are not a significant causal factor for 
failing to meet Standard 4 on the Madriaga allotment.  Pasture 1 RHFA data indicate that 
the functional/structural group is dominated by Sandberg bluegrass and squirreltail, with 
scattered invasive species.  Biotic integrity of pasture 1 is not meeting Standard 4. 
Bluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho fescue, bulbous bluegrass, and squirreltail have decreased in 
frequency in pasture 2 since 2003. Sandberg bluegrass, medusahead, and North Africa grass 
have increased in frequency. Therefore, the dominance of exotic species from historic 
livestock grazing and 1960s wild fire is a significant factor in failing to meet Standard 4. 
 
Standard 8 (Wildlife)* 

Upland Habitat 
Pastures 1 and 2 are managed as native plant communities and are failing to meet Standard 
4 due to historic livestock grazing practices, wildfire, and invasive species. It was 
determined through an evaluation of Standard 4 that the vegetation community is 
transitioning from a reference site community of robust perennial grasses (i.e., bluebunch 
wheatgrass, Idaho fescue) to a less-desirable community of more grazing-tolerant species 
such as Sandberg bluegrass and an increase of invasive species such as medusahead and 
North Africa grass. This transition exposes the understory and reduces effective nesting, 
escape, hiding, travel, and foraging cover values for all wildlife associated with sagebrush 
steppe communities. Because upland habitat values are changing to a less-desirable 
vegetation state, this allotment is failing to provide adequate upland habitat conditions for 
sagebrush steppe wildlife and therefore is not meeting Standard 8. 

 



Riparian Habitat 
Evaluation of Standards 2, 3, and 7 concluded that streams and springs within this allotment 
are not properly functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current grazing 
practices. Streams, springs, and wetlands that are NF or are FAR are lacking adequate 
riparian vegetation composition and distribution to provide the structure and function to 
support a productive environment. Because Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not being met, riparian 
habitat conditions within this allotment are failing to support viable aquatic and terrestrial 
species populations and therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  

 
Focal Species 
Ninety-six percent of this allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-grouse. 
A total of two sage-grouse breeding habitat assessment collected in 2009 identified:   
 

 Pasture 1 - Providing suitable breeding habitat conditions; 
 Pasture 2 - Providing marginal breeding habitat conditions; 

 
Pasture 2 is failing to provide adequate breeding habitat conditions for sage-grouse. The 
breeding habitat assessments recorded marginal sagebrush canopy cover and height and 
marginal canopy cover of large perennial grasses (i.e., bluebunch wheatgrass). Although 
marginal, this situation does not provide favorable overstory/understory composition and 
structure to provide effective nesting, hiding, security, and foraging cover for sage-grouse. 
Because this allotment is failing to fully provide sage-grouse habitat conditions, it is 
therefore not meeting Standard 8.  

 
This allotment is within the range of the Columbia spotted frog. Evaluation of Standards 2, 
3, and 7 identified streams and springs that are not properly functioning or meeting water 
quality parameters due to current grazing practices. Spotted frogs are usually found along 
vigorous grassy/sedge margins of streams, lakes, ponds, springs, and marshes not far from 
sources of quiet permanent water. They migrate along these vegetation corridors between 
habitats used for spring breeding, summer foraging, and winter hibernation. Because 
streams and springs are not functioning properly, this allotment is not providing adequate 
aquatic conditions to sustain viable populations of spotted frogs and therefore is not meeting 
Standard 8. 
 
Poison Creek Allotment 

The Poison Creek allotment has only one pasture.  Standards 1 and 5 are being met, and  
Standards 2, 3, 7, and 8 are not being met and current livestock grazing is a causal factor. 
Standards 4 and 6 are not applicable to this allotment. 
 
Standards 2*, 3* & 7* 

Poison and Little Poison Creeks are the primary drainages in the Poison Creek allotment 
that support riparian-wetland vegetation.  Approximately 1.5 miles of Poison Creek were 
assessed NF.  It is difficult to determine how much of the condition is attributable to the fire 
because the Trimbly fire occurred in 2002, the same year as the assessment.  However, 
specific issues identified include long-term indicators that the stream lacks the deep-rooted 
vegetation necessary to stabilize streambanks and that weedy species are increasing. 
 
Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for failing to 
meet Standards 2, 3, and 7.  The grazing schedules that have been implemented in recent 
years have not provided rest years, there have been relatively high stocking levels, and the 



residual vegetation has not been sufficient to maintain or improve riparian-wetland 
function.  Grazing management practices have not provided for meeting Idaho’s water 
quality Standards.  Therefore, current livestock grazing management practices do not 
conform with the Idaho Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management applicable to 
Standards 2, 3, and 7.  

 
Standard 8 (Wildlife)* 

Upland Habitat 
The Poison Creek allotment is managed as a seeded community and is concluded to be 
meeting Standard 5. However, a majority of this allotment (approximately 75 percent) does 
not presently support a viable sagebrush component, the result of the 2002 Trimbly wildfire 
and reseeding activities. The rangeland health assessment and nested frequency trend 
(Standard 5) discuss a healthy and productive seeding dominated by crested wheatgrass, 
other seeded hybrid wheatgrasses, and Sandberg bluegrass. However, this seeding lacks an 
overstory component (substantially void of sagebrush) in a majority of the allotment, which 
fragments the sagebrush community to the east and west. Overtime, it can be anticipated 
that sagebrush will eventually re-colonize within the seeded area and diversify the 
composition, structure, and function of the plant community. However, until upland habitat 
conditions improve, the uplands of the Poison Creek allotment are failing to provide 
adequate distribution and connectivity of sagebrush steppe habitat for wildlife, and 
therefore the allotment is not meeting Standard 8. 
 
Riparian Habitat 
Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within this allotment that are not 
properly functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current grazing practices. 
Streams, springs, and wetlands that are NF or are FAR are lacking adequate riparian 
vegetation composition and distribution to provide the structure and function to support a 
productive environment. Because Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not being met, this allotment is 
failing to provide adequate riparian habitat conditions to support viable aquatic and 
terrestrial species populations, and therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  
 
Focal Species 
Sixty-four percent of this allotment falls within modeled GPH habitat for sage-grouse. A 
total of seven sage-grouse breeding assessments collected in 2012 identified:  
 

 Pasture 1 - Providing unsuitable breeding habitat conditions for sage-grouse;  
 

The Trimbly wildfire in 2002 removed a substantial amount of sagebrush and the remaining 
residual stands are less than effective for providing nesting, security, and foraging cover in 
the understory. Assuming that the residual patches are reminiscent of conditions before the 
fire, it is possible that in time, sagebrush will become established within seeded wheatgrass 
stands and become a functioning overstory component. However, until that occurs, habitat 
connectivity is largely fragmented and any habitat value to sage-grouse is limited. Until 
conditions improve, this allotment is failing to provide adequate habitat conditions for sage-
grouse and therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  

 
Columbia River redband trout are known to occur within the Poison Creek and Jump Creek 
system. Evaluation of Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within these 
systems that are not properly functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current 
grazing practices. Redband trout require intact stream channels with well-developed 



riparian communities that stabilize banks to minimize erosion and create undercuts, 
minimize impacts of flood events and filters sediments, provide shade to reduce water 
temperatures, and contribute woody debris to create channel structure and regulate seasonal 
flow. Because these in-stream and near-stream habitat characteristics are not fully 
represented, this allotment is not providing adequate riparian conditions to sustain viable 
populations of redband trout and therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  
 
This allotment lies within the State of Idaho Fish and Game Owyhee Mountain Bighorn 
Sheep Population Management Unit and is within bighorn sheep foray distance maximums 
of approximately 22 miles from population sources in Idaho and Oregon. Suitable habitat 
exists across the landscape and within the canyons of Poison and Jump Creeks; however, 
bighorn sheep have not been reported in this allotment, although incidental sightings have 
been documented within 3.5 miles from the boundary. A risk-of-contact modeling tool was 
used to estimate the probability of a bighorn sheep intersecting the Poison Creek allotment. 
A probability of 4.11 percent was calculated from the Reynolds Creek herd in Idaho and a 
probability of 17.14 percent was calculated from the Leslie Gulch herd in Oregon. Due to 
the overlap of suitable bighorn sheep habitat within the Poison Creek allotment and the 
probability of a bighorn sheep intersecting this allotment, the risk of contact between the 
two species exits. A Separation Agreement is in place between the permittee and the BLM 
to provide BMPs to reduce the potential of interspecies contact and a communication plan 
for the permittee if bighorn sheep are observed. At this time, the effectiveness of this 
Separation Agreement is unknown. 
 
Standard 8 (Plants)* 

Two special status plant species, Idaho milkvetch and Cusick’s pincushion, are known to 
occur in this allotment. Idaho milkvetch has no documented threats and livestock access is 
not an issue given the precipitous nature of where this population grows within the Jump 
Creek Canyon ACEC. This Standard is being met for known populations of Idaho 
milkvetch.  
 
The Cusick’s pincushion population is currently threatened by livestock trampling, OHV 
use, and illegal dumping. Severe sheep trampling disturbances noted in the Cusick’s 
pincushion habitat in 2012 are a significant concern due to the lack of conservation 
measures to minimize the need for listing of this species under the ESA (USDI BLM, 
2008). It has been documented that widespread disturbance reduces the seed bank, 
eliminates individual plants, and results in long-term habitat degradation through the 
introduction and establishment of exotic annuals such as clasping pepperweed, annual 
wheatgrass (Eremopyrum triticeum), and cheatgrass. Cusick’s pincushion is being 
negatively impacted by livestock trampling and to a lesser extent OHV use.  OHV use has 
increased over the past decade and, according to the ORMP (RMP III-24), is expected to 
increase 70 percent from 1999 to 2029 (USDI BLM, 1999). Illegal dumping at this location 
has not been clearly documented within the exact habitat of the species but has been noted 
to occur immediately adjacent to the habitat. This Standard is not being met for this 
population of Cusick’s pincushion and livestock management is a significant causal factor.  
 
Rats Nest Allotment 

The Rats Nest allotment has only one pasture.  Standard 7 is being met.  Standards 1, 2, 3, 
4, and 8 are not being met and, along with wild horses, current livestock grazing is a causal 
factor.  Standards 5 and 6 are not applicable to this allotment. 
 



Standard 1* 

Wild horses and current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal 
factors for failing to meet upland watershed Standard 1 in the Rats Nest allotment. Based on 
the declining conditions reflected in the available trend data, portions of the Rats Nest 
allotment are not maintaining adequate nutrient, energy, and hydrologic function.  
 
Though rangeland health field assessments identified no soil or hydrologic concerns, 
contrasting results from four trend sites resulted in higher departure ratings with bare 
ground increasing over the short and long term. This undesirable presence of unprotected 
soils, paired with a decrease in protective non-persistent litter, shows that a decline in litter 
producing deep-rooted bunchgrasses and other vegetation is taking place. There is little 
current indication of improvement for larger vegetation and associated soil and hydrologic 
function.  
 
Year-round wild horse grazing and prolonged impacts from the 1972 Alkali Springs fire 
may also contribute to reduced soil and hydrologic function. Even after four decades, a very 
distinct dominance of rabbitbrush and lack of sagebrush structural groups is present. The 
decreased ecological function, impaired soils, and repeated spring use in the absence of rest 
indicate that soil and hydrologic function are compromised and that livestock management 
is a significant causal factor for not meeting Standard 1 in in the Rats Nest allotment. 
 
Standards 2* & 3* 

Squaw Creek and Rats Nest Gulch are the primary drainages in the Rats Nest allotment that 
support riparian-wetland vegetation.  About 3.5 miles of Rats Nest Gulch were determined 
to be FAR because there was a high (more than 30 percent) proportion of noxious weeds 
present, lateral cutting of the stream channel was occurring, and there was a lack of deep-
rooted plant species.  The three springs that have been evaluated range from NF to FAR.  
Coyote Spring was recently re-assessed FAR with a downward trend because there were 
sloughing and erosion impacts occurring from wild horse/livestock trialing and hoof 
shearing, and the spring is developed with the trough placed at the spring source.  Upper 
Rats Nest Spring was rated NF because the riparian-wetland area has lost its extent, form, 
and function, and there aren’t any hydric species present or the saturated soils to support 
them.   
 
Wild horses and current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal 
factors for not meeting Standards 2 and 3.  The grazing schedules that have been 
implemented in recent years have not provided rest years, and the residual vegetation has 
not been sufficient to maintain or improve riparian-wetland function.  Therefore, current 
livestock grazing management practices do not conform with the Idaho Guidelines for 
Livestock Grazing Management applicable to Standards 2 and 3 (Table 2).  
 
Standard 4* 

Wild horses and current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal 
factors for failing to meet Standard 4.  Repeated spring use and season long horse use has 
occurred on the allotment.  The site potential for the Rats Nest allotment is mostly 
Wyoming big sagebrush/ bluebunch wheatgrass plant communities.  However, the existing 
condition of most of the allotment is dominated by Wyoming big sagebrush and 
rabbitbrush; Sandberg bluegrass and cheatgrass co-dominate the grass community with 
moderate amounts of bluebunch wheatgrass.  All of the components of the reference 



community on the Rats Nest allotment are present; however, a shift has occurred to a more 
Sandberg bluegrass-dominated, more grazing-resistant state.  The community composition 
dominated by small bunchgrasses and cheatgrass is a significant factor in failure to meet 
Standard 4.   
 
Standard 8 (Wildlife)* 

Upland Habitat 
The Rats Nest allotment is managed as a native plant community and is shown to be failing 
to meet Standard 4 due to wild horses and current livestock grazing practices. Under 
Standard 4, it was determined that the vegetation community is transitioning from a 
reference site community of robust perennial grasses (i.e., bluebunch wheatgrass) to a less-
desirable community of more grazing-tolerant species such as Sandberg bluegrass and 
cheatgrass. This transition exposes the understory and reduces effective nesting, escape, 
hiding, travel, and foraging cover values for all wildlife associated with sagebrush steppe 
communities. Because the upland community is changing to a less-desirable vegetation 
state, this allotment is failing to provide adequate upland habitat conditions for sagebrush 
steppe wildlife species and therefore is failing to meet Standard 8. In addition, the interior 
12 percent of this pasture is dominated by annual grasses (i.e., cheatgrass), reducing habitat 
connectivity and fragmenting sagebrush steppe community. 

 
Riparian Habitat 
Standards 2 and 3 identified streams and springs within this allotment that are not properly 
functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to wild horses and current livestock 
grazing practices. Streams, springs, and wetlands that are NF or are FAR are lacking 
adequate riparian vegetation composition and distribution to provide the structure and 
function to support a productive environment. Because Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not being 
met, this allotment is failing to provide adequate habitat conditions to support viable aquatic 
and terrestrial species populations and therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  

 
Focal Species 
Fifty-nine percent of this allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-grouse. 
A total of eight sage-grouse breeding assessments collected in 2012 identified:  
 

 Pasture 1 - Providing unsuitable breeding habitat conditions for sage-grouse;  
 

The primary cause for failing to meet sage-grouse habitat criteria is driven by reduced 
canopy cover and height of large deep-rooted perennial grasses (i.e., bluebunch wheatgrass, 
Idaho fescue) in the understory, indicating that functional nesting, brood-rearing, escape, 
and hiding cover values are not fully being provided in these pastures.  In addition, the plant 
community transition from the reference community to more grazing-tolerant species such 
as Sandberg bluegrass and cheatgrass further reduces understory cover values for sage-
grouse. The annual grassland in the interior of the pasture further reduces habitat values by 
fragmenting the sagebrush community and reducing any patch connectivity. Overall, this 
allotment is failing to provide adequate sage-grouse habitat conditions and therefore is not 
meeting Standard 8. 

 
Columbia River redband trout are known to occur within the Squaw Creek system. 
Evaluation of Standards 2 and 3 identified streams and springs within this system that are 
not properly functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to wild horses and current 
livestock grazing practices. Redband trout require intact channels with well-developed 



riparian communities that stabilize banks to minimize erosion and create undercuts, 
minimize impacts of flood events and filters sediments, provide shade to reduce water 
temperatures, and contribute woody debris to create channel structure and regulate seasonal 
flow. Because these in-stream and near-stream habitat characteristics are not fully 
represented, this allotment is not providing adequate riparian conditions to sustain viable 
populations of redband trout and therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  
 
Sands Basin Allotment 

The Sands Basin allotment has four pastures.  Standard 5 is being met in in pastures 1 and 
2.  Standards 1, 2, 3, 4 (pasture 4), 6 (pasture 3) 7 and 8 are not being met, and wild horses 
and current livestock grazing practices are significant causal factors.   
 
Standard 1* 

Wild horses and current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal 
factors for failing to meet upland watershed Standard 1 in pastures 3 and 4; pastures 1 and 2 
are meeting the Standard. Though soil conditions in pasture 3 are fairly stable, there is a 
decline in hydrologic function related to invasive annuals. Indicators of hydrologic function 
associated with litter amount and plant community composition and distribution are 
compromised in pasture 3 and portions of pasture 4, especially when associated with a thick 
and extensive cover of silica-rich medusahead litter that is altering the moisture and nutrient 
regime of the soils. As a result, this direct relationship between soil and overall biotic 
integrity is at an extreme departure due to lack of species diversity and dominance of 
invasive grasses that adversely affect soil and hydrologic function (see discussion on 
adverse effects on watershed function from invasive annuals for the Elephant Butte 
allotment).  
 
In pasture 4, signs of increased erosion, such as water flow patterns and historic and active 
pedestaled bunchgrasses, reflect a decrease in watershed function. Soil surface resistance to 
erosion is reduced, especially where native deep-rooted bunchgrasses are missing and 
where interspaces are not stabilized by persistent cover. Observations during a field trip in 
2012 (see project record) confirmed the above stated impacts, along with mechanical 
damage from hoof action, increased water flow patterns, soil surface sealing, and absent 
microbiotic crusts. The decreased ecological function, impaired soils, year-long wild horse 
grazing, and repeated spring use by livestock in the absence of rest indicate that soil and 
hydrologic function are compromised and wild horses and current livestock grazing 
management practices are significant causal factors for failing to meet Standard 1 in the 
Sands Basin allotment. 
 
Standards 2*, 3* & 7* 

Jump Creek is the primary perennial drainage in the Sands Basin allotment that supports 
riparian-wetland vegetation.  The stream traverses both BLM and private lands in pastures 2 
and 4.  About 1.0 mile of Jump Creek that traverses BLM lands was FAR because there was 
insufficient deep-rooted, bank-stabilizing plant species present to protect the system during 
high flows.  Sands Basin Spring Complex was rated FAR based on the presence of headcuts 
that compromise the vertical stability of the wet meadow area.  Additionally, the streams 
within the allotment are not supporting the beneficial uses assigned to the watershed, and 
two tributaries of McBride Creek that occur in pasture 4 are not meeting the State’s water 
quality standards.   
 



Wild horses and current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal 
factors for failing to meet Standards 2, 3, and 7.  The grazing schedules that have been 
implemented in recent years have not provided rest years, and the residual vegetation has 
not been sufficient to maintain or improve riparian-wetland function.  Year-long wild horse 
and current livestock grazing management practices have not provided for meeting Idaho’s 
water quality standards.  Therefore, current livestock grazing management practices do not 
conform with the Idaho Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management applicable to 
Standards 2, 3, and 7.  
 
Standard 4* 

Current livestock grazing management practices and wild horse use are significant causal 
factors for the failure to meet Standard 4 in pasture 4 of the Sands Basin allotment.  Spring 
and fall use, year-long horse use, and fire have occurred in pasture 4 of the allotment.  The 
site potential for the Sands Basin allotment is mostly Wyoming big sagebrush/bluebunch 
wheatgrass plant communities.  However, the existing condition of pasture 4 is dominated 
by Wyoming big sagebrush; Sandberg bluegrass and cheatgrass co-dominate the grass 
community with minimal amounts of bluebunch wheatgrass.  All of the components of the 
reference community on the Sands Basin allotment are present; however, a shift has 
occurred to a more Sandberg bluegrass-dominated, more grazing-resistant state.  The 
community composition dominated by small bunchgrasses and cheatgrass is a significant 
factor in failure to meet Standard 4.   
 
Standard 6* 

Current livestock grazing management practices and wild horse use are significant causal 
factors for failing to meet Standard 6 in pasture 3 of the Sands Basin allotment. In 2002, this 
pasture burned almost in entirety and was seeded. However, since treatment, this pasture 
has been substantially invaded by annual weeds, which now comprise the dominant 
vegetation in much of the pasture.  Repeated spring use and season long horse use has 
occurred on the allotment and a significant factor in failure to meet Standard 6.   
 
Standard 8 (Wildlife)* 

Uplands 
Pastures 1 and 2 are managed as seedings and meeting Standard 5. However, pastures 1 and 
2 have inadequate sagebrush occurrence in the overstory and reduced occurrence, structure, 
and function of perennial grasses and forbs in the understory. It can be anticipated that 
habitat conditions may improve as sagebrush recolonizes the seedings and diversifies the 
plant community. However, at this time, pastures 1 and 2 are failing to provide a full 
complement of upland habitat overstory/understory conditions for most sagebrush steppe 
wildlife and therefore are not meeting Standard 8. 

 
Pasture 3 is managed as an exotic plant community due to the dominance of cheatgrass and 
medusahead. Upland habitats managed under Standard 6 do not meet the requirements of 
Standard 8. Vegetation composition, structure, and function are lacking or absent in these 
communities substantially reducing effective nesting, hiding, escape, travel, and foraging 
cover values for all upland wildlife species. These exotic communities further create large 
open spaces, diminish habitat connectivity, and increase sagebrush community 
fragmentation.  

 



Pasture 4 is managed as a native plant community but has been determined to be failing to 
meet Standard 4 due to wild horses and current livestock grazing practices. Currently, there 
is a shift in the potential plant community from a Wyoming sagebrush/bluebunch reference 
community to a Wyoming sagebrush/Sandberg-cheatgrass community. The downward trend 
in plant community composition is favoring shallow-rooted grass species that do not 
provide a robust growth form or structure to provide an effective interface of overstory and 
understory plant composition, structure, and function for sagebrush steppe-dependent 
species. Due to the downward trend and shift in the plant community, it can be anticipated 
that upland habitat conditions will overtime depreciate further; therefore, this allotment is 
failing to provide adequate upland habitat conditions for sagebrush steppe species and 
therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  

 
Riparian Habitat 
Evaluation of Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified that streams and springs that are not properly 
functioning or meeting water quality parameters resulting from wild horses and current 
grazing practices. Streams, springs, and wetlands that are FAR are lacking adequate riparian 
vegetation composition and distribution to provide the structure and function to support a 
productive environment. Because Standards 2, 3, and 7 are not being met, this allotment is 
failing to provide adequate riparian conditions to support viable aquatic and terrestrial 
species populations and therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  
 
Focal Species 
The entire allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-grouse. A total of 23 
sage-grouse breeding and late brood-rearing habitat assessments collected from 2000 to 
2012 identified:   
 

 Pasture 1 - Providing unsuitable breeding habitat conditions; 
 Pasture 2 - Providing marginal breeding and suitable late brood-rearing habitat 

conditions (mesic habitat assessment); 
 Pasture 3 - Providing unsuitable breeding habitat conditions; 
 Pasture 4 - Providing unsuitable breeding habitat conditions. 

 
All of the pastures within this allotment are failing to provide favorable breeding habitat 
conditions for sage-grouse. Pastures 1 and 2 were rated as unsuitable and marginal due to 
less-than-desirable height (pasture 1) and canopy cover (pasture 2) of large perennial 
grasses and forbs. However, it should be noted that in pasture 2, the unsuitable rating was 
driven by habitat conditions in the lower basin that were more deficient than suitable 
conditions on the upper slopes. Because these pastures are failing to provide adequate sage-
grouse habitat conditions, they therefore are failing to meet Standard 8  

 
Pasture 3 was concluded to be providing unsuitable breeding habitat conditions due to less-
than-desirable canopy cover of large perennial grasses (i.e., bluebunch wheatgrass). In 
addition, pasture 3 is managed as an exotic plant community that further reduces habitat 
quality, reduces connectivity, and increases sagebrush community fragmentation. Also, 
pasture 4 was concluded to be providing less-than-desirable canopy cover and height of 
large perennial grasses. Although sagebrush overstory conditions were variable, undesirable 
nesting, hiding, and foraging cover values in the understory are occurring in these pastures. 
Therefore, this allotment is failing to provide adequate habitat condition for sage-grouse and 
is not meeting Standard 8.  

 



Columbia River redband trout are known to occur within the Jump Creek and McBride 
Creek systems. Evaluation of Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within 
these systems that are not properly functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to 
current grazing practices. Redband trout require intact channels with well-developed 
riparian communities that stabilize banks to minimize erosion and create undercuts, 
minimize impacts of flood events and filters sediments, provide shade to reduce water 
temperatures, and contribute woody debris to create channel structure and regulate seasonal 
flow. Because these in-stream and near-stream habitat characteristics are not fully 
represented, this allotment is not providing adequate riparian conditions to sustain viable 
populations of redband trout and therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  

 
Trout Creek/Lequerica Allotment 

The Trout Creek/Lequerica allotment has two pastures.  Standards 1, 4, and 7 are being met.  
Standards 2, 3, and 8 are not being met and current livestock grazing is a causal factor.  
Standards 5 and 6 are not applicable to this allotment. 
 
Standards 2* & 3* 

The Trout Creek/Lequerica allotment is not meeting Standards 2 and 3. The reach of the 
West Fork of Trout Creek that traverses pasture 1 was assessed NF, and the reaches of both 
Nichols Creek tributary and Split Rock Canyon were assessed FAR.  The issues identified 
in the assessments suggest both short- and long-term riparian-wetland area indicators are 
not being met.  For example, the incised channel on Split Rock Canyon and the change in 
plant community along the WF Trout Creek are an indication that prolonged impacts have 
occurred.  However, the reach of Split Rock Canyon in pasture 2 was re-assessed in 2011 
and was in PFC, indicating the Standard is now being met in that pasture. 
 
Current livestock grazing management practices are significant causal factors for failing to 
meet Standards 2 and 3.  The recent grazing schedule has not allowed for rest years, the 
streams are used season long during the growing season, and do not protect the ecological 
function of the riparian-wetland areas.  Therefore, current livestock grazing management 
practices do not conform to the Idaho Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management 
applicable to Standards 2 and 3.  
 
Standard 8 (Wildlife)* 

Upland Habitat 
Standard 4 identified that the upland vegetation community is meeting Rangeland Health 
Standards. Therefore upland vegetation composition and structure are likely providing 
adequate habitat conditions for most sagebrush steppe wildlife species.    
 
Riparian Habitat 
Standards 2 and 3 identified streams and springs within this allotment that are not properly 
functioning due to current grazing practices. Streams, springs, and wetlands that are NF or 
are FAR are lacking adequate riparian vegetation composition and distribution to provide 
the structure and function to support a productive environment. Because Standards 2 and 3 
are not being met, riparian habitat conditions are not adequate to support viable aquatic and 
terrestrial species, and therefore this allotment is not meeting Standard 8. 
 
 
 



Focal Species 
This entire allotment falls within modeled PPH/GPH habitat for sage-grouse. A total of five 
sage-grouse breeding and upland summer habitat assessments collected from 2001 and 2012 
identified:  
 

 Pasture 1 - Providing suitable breeding and marginal upland summer habitat 
conditions; 

 Pasture 2 – Providing marginal upland summer habitat conditions. 
 

Pastures 1 and 2 are not providing favorable upland summer habitat conditions for sage-
grouse. The marginal rating is influenced primarily due to the greater than desirable canopy 
cover of sagebrush in the understory; however, the understory is providing desirable canopy 
cover of large perennial grasses and forbs. Therefore, although upland summer habitat 
conditions are only providing marginal overstory (sagebrush) conditions, the understory is 
creating an effective nesting, escape, screening, and foraging cover for sage-grouse and is 
meeting Standard 8.  
 
Columbia River redband trout are known to occur within the Trout Creek system. 
Evaluation of Standards 2, 3, and 7 identified streams and springs within this system that 
are not properly functioning or meeting water quality parameters due to current grazing 
practices. Redband trout require intact channels with well-developed riparian communities 
that stabilize banks to minimize erosion and create undercuts, minimize impacts of flood 
events and filter sediments, provide shade to reduce water temperatures, and contribute 
woody debris to create channel structure and regulate seasonal flow. Because these in-
stream and near-stream habitat characteristics are not fully represented, this allotment is not 
providing adequate riparian conditions to sustain viable populations of redband trout and 
therefore is not meeting Standard 8.  
 
This allotment is within the range of the Columbia Spotted Frog. Evaluation of Standards 2, 
3, and 7 identified streams and springs that are not properly functioning or meeting water 
quality parameters due to current grazing practices. Spotted frogs are usually found along 
vigorous grassy/sedge margins of streams, lakes, ponds, springs, and marshes not far from 
sources of quiet permanent water. They migrate along these vegetation corridors between 
habitats used for spring breeding, summer foraging, and winter hibernation. Because 
streams and springs are not functioning properly, this allotment is not providing adequate 
aquatic conditions to sustain viable populations of spotted frogs and therefore is not meeting 
Standard 8. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



V. Summary of Standards and Guidelines that are not being met under current BLM 
grazing management for these allotment 

 
Table 2: Standards and Guidelines that are not being met under current BLM grazing 
management 

Allotment Standards 
Met 

Standards 
Not Met, 
But Making 
Significant 
Progress  

Standards 
Not Being 
Met 

Standards Not 
Being Met and 
Current Livestock 
Grazing 
Significant Causal 
Factor 

Standards 
Not 
Applicable 

Guidelines 

Alkali-Wildcat None None 1, 4 2, 3, 7, 8 5, 6 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 10 

Blackstock 
Springs 

None None None 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8 5, 6 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7, 10 

Burgess 1, 2, 3, 4 None 7, 8 None 5, 6  
Burgess FFR 4 None None 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8 5 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 

10 
Chimney Pot 
FFR 

1, 4, 8 None None None 2, 3, 5, 6, 7  

Cow Creek 1 None 4 2, 3, 7, 8 5, 6 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
10 

Elephant Butte 2, 3, 7 None None 1, 6, 8 4, 5 1, 3 

Ferris FFR 1 None 4, 7 2, 8 3, 5, 6 4, 5, 10 

Jackson Creek 4 None None 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8 5 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 10 

Joint 4 None 5 1, 2, 3, 7, 8 6 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7, 10 

Lowry FFR 1, 6 None 8 None 2, 3, 4, 5, 7  

Madriaga None None 4 1, 2, 3, 7, 8 5, 6 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7, 10 

Poison Creek 1, 5 None None 2, 3, 7, 8 4, 6 4, 5, 7 

Rats Nest 7 None None 1, 2, 3, 4, 8 5, 6 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6 

Sands Basin 5 None None 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8 None 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 
10 

Soda Creek 1, 4 2,3,7 8 None 5, 6  

Trout Creek/ 
Lequerica 

1, 4, 7 None None 2, 3, 8 5, 6 4, 5, 7 

 
Pursuant to 43 CFR 4180.2(c), the authorized officer shall take appropriate action as soon as 
practicable but not later than the start of the next grazing year upon determining that existing 
grazing management practices or levels of grazing use on public lands managed by the BLM are 
significant factors in failing to achieve the Standards and conform with the guidelines that are 
made effective under this section.  Appropriate action is an implemented action that will result 
in significant progress toward fulfillment of the Standards and significant progress toward 
conformance with the Guidelines.  Practices and activities subject to Standards and Guidelines 



include the development of grazing-related portions of activity plans, establishment of terms 
and conditions of permits, leases and other grazing authorizations, and range improvement 
activities such as vegetation manipulation, fence construction and development of water. 
 
The Jump, Succor & Cow Creek Watersheds Grazing Permit Renewals Environmental Impact 
Statement, which will propose and analyze management alternatives necessary to address or 
correct identified resource concerns, will be prepared. 
 
Authorized Officer’s Signature: 
 
 
 
 
Field Manager  Date  
 
  



Appendix F – Rangeland Ecology and Vegetation 
 
Rangeland Ecology / Seasons and Intensities of Grazing Use 
Rangeland Vegetation Ecology 
Succession is the process of soil and plant community development on an ecological site.  
Primary succession is the formation process that begins on substrates which have never 
previously supported any vegetation.  Ecological site development associated with soil parent 
materials, climatic conditions, and the natural range of disturbances with time produces a plant 
community in dynamic equilibrium.  The resulting plant community is referred to as the historic 
climax plant community or potential natural plant community.  The dominant plant species 
expected are those present within the potential natural plant community for each ecological site 
(Clements, 1916) (Dyksterhuis, 1949) (National Research Council, 1994).   
 
Retrogression can occur in response to management practices or severe natural climatic events, 
with species composition of vegetation communities altered from the historic climax or 
potential plant community.  Secondary succession occurs on previously formed soil from which 
some or all vegetation has been partially or completely removed by a disturbance factor. 
 
Alternate evolution theory has led to ecological concepts that multiple stable state plant 
communities can potentially occupy individual ecological sites.  These concepts and 
perspectives are the foundation of state-and-transition models and thresholds. Vegetation 
evaluation procedures must be able to assess continuous and reversible (the traditional range 
model posed by Clements) as well as discontinuous and nonreversible vegetation dynamics (the 
state-and-transition model), because both patterns occur and neither pattern alone provides a 
complete assessment of vegetation dynamics on all rangelands (Briske, Fuhlendorf, & Smeins, 
2005).  
 
A state-and-transition model is used to describe vegetation dynamics and management 
interactions associated with disturbance within an ecological site.  States are relatively stable 
and resistant to disturbances up to a threshold point. The reference state is defined as the 
vegetation communities that result through time under natural disturbance regimes.  A threshold 
is the boundary between two states, such that secondary succession does not result in restoration 
through natural events, such as a simple change in management or removal of a disturbance 
factor.  Active restoration must be accomplished once a threshold is passed in order to return to 
the reference state.  Inputs of management actions necessary to cross the threshold from a new 
state and return to the state that includes the potential natural community are greater than simple 
removal of a disturbance factor or restoration of a natural disturbance factor.  Examples of 
management inputs necessary to cross that threshold include mechanical vegetation treatments, 
herbicide treatments, prescription fire, or a combination of active management inputs.  
Transition is the trajectory of system change between states. 
 
State-and-transition models have been defined within ecological site descriptions for a number 
of low sagebrush/bunchgrass and big sagebrush/bunchgrass vegetation communities (USDA 
NRCS, 2010).  These models for ecological sites with a sagebrush shrub component identify the 
reference plant community with co-dominance by deep-rooted perennial grasses (e.g., 
bluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho fescue, and Thurber’s needlegrass) and sagebrush.  These models 
also identify possible vegetation change from reference site potential to a greater dominance by 
sagebrush and shallow-rooted bunchgrasses (e.g., Sandberg bluegrass and squirreltail) or annual 
herbaceous species.  Factors that can lead to this shift include altered fire return intervals, 



improper grazing management, or a combination of both.  In addition, the state-and-transition 
models note that dominance by deep-rooted perennial bunchgrasses is enhanced and maintained 
with proper grazing management.  The presence of sagebrush in the shrub layer of the reference 
state is dependent on the time that has passed since the most recent fire and the individual 
sagebrush species present.  As a result, a number of phases of the reference state for low 
sagebrush or big sagebrush vegetation communities can be expressed through the vegetation 
composition.  The expressed vegetation composition is an indicator of past disturbances, 
including fire and grazing management practices, and is in a dynamic equilibrium.  
Additionally, the current phase of the potential reference community has potential to change as 
a result of future disturbances or removal of disturbances.  The state-and-transition models 
further identify that following frequent or combined disturbances, a transition to a different 
vegetation community can be crossed, resulting in a new state.  State-and-transition models are 
not precise enough to identify a clear line when some thresholds have been crossed.  States 
which differ from the variability resulting from natural disturbance factors in the reference state 
are more broadly defined, especially when vegetation change results in a shift between the 
dominance of species present in the reference state.  Other thresholds resulting in states 
dominated by non-native annual species are more clearly defined.  As stated above, both the 
traditional range model and the state-and-transition model occur and neither pattern alone 
provides a complete assessment of vegetation dynamics on all rangelands (Briske, Fuhlendorf, 
& Smeins, 2005). 
 
Miller and Eddleman (2001) identify a number of temporal changes in vegetation composition 
within the sagebrush biome attributed to livestock grazing, introduction of exotic plants, change 
in fire regimes, and herbicides.  One scenario of change is an increase in the dominance of 
woody species (shrubs and trees), a decline in fire frequency and a decrease in perennial forbs 
and grasses.  A second scenario is an increase in annual weeds (e.g., cheatgrass), an increase in 
fire frequency, and a loss of native perennial shrubs, forbs, and grasses.  Change that usually 
occurs with excessive grazing and in the absence of fire within many sagebrush steppe types 
includes an increase in density and cover of shrubs, annual forbs, and annual grasses, with a 
corresponding decrease in native perennial grasses and forbs.  If Sandberg bluegrass is present 
in the ecological site, it generally increases with excessive grazing.   
 
Cagney and others (2010) identified grazing influences in a sandy soil ecological site in the 10-
to-14-inch precipitation zone in south-central Wyoming.  Four plant communities in three states 
(state-and-transition model) were identified, with the discussion of factors leading to transitions 
between states and resources values associated with these states.  Two described plant 
communities (bunchgrass; sagebrush/bunchgrass) make up the reference state, with varying 
amounts of sagebrush resulting from natural disturbance factors, primarily fire.  With time 
alone, Wyoming big sagebrush will advance into the bunchgrass community following fire.  
With improper grazing management, the rate of sagebrush advancement into the bunchgrass 
community and the density of sagebrush can be increased.  In addition, improper grazing 
management can result in deep-rooted bunchgrasses (species that dominate the understory in the 
reference state) being replaced by grazing-resistant grasses (rhizomatous grasses and bluegrass). 
The replacement of deep-rooted perennial bunchgrass species by rhizomatous grasses and 
bluegrass result in a second state – a new grazing-resistant and stable plant community.  A third 
possible state is a plant community made up almost entirely of sagebrush with bare ground in 
the understory and is the result of continued improper grazing management. 
 
Mueggler and Stewart (1980) identify similar vegetation community responses to improper 
livestock grazing within low sagebrush/bluebunch wheatgrass, low sagebrush/Idaho fescue, and 
big sagebrush (Wyoming and mountain)/bluebunch wheatgrass habitat types in southwest 



Montana.  There, an increased dominance by sagebrush and Sandberg bluegrass, among other 
species, corresponded with the grazing-influenced decrease in the dominate bunchgrass species 
within each of these habitat types.  The authors noted other described sagebrush/bunchgrass 
habitat types throughout the sagebrush biome, including descriptions for Idaho, Oregon, and 
Nevada, with species compositions similar to those described in Montana.  Although a 
Wyoming big sagebrush/Sandberg bluegrass habitat type is identified for southern Idaho in a 
bulletin published by the University of Idaho (1983), this habitat type was restricted to a small 
area in western Idaho where precipitation is less than seven inches annually.  The authors 
cautioned that this habitat type is difficult to separate from other disturbed Wyoming big 
sagebrush habitat types on the basis of vegetation alone. 
 
Anderson and Holt (1981) identified a number of studies of vegetal dynamics on exclosures or 
other protected areas which did not provide clear conclusions regarding the validity of the 
classical Clements based successional theory.  Data from their study of change within heavily 
grazed Wyoming big sagebrush/bunchgrass sites excluded from grazing for 25 years suggest 
that many different assemblages of the same species could form relatively stable communities 
on a given site. The relative abundance of the component species would depend largely on the 
disturbance history, the nature of past disturbances, and the vegetal composition at the time of 
disturbance. Any of the relatively stable community assemblages might be considered climax 
communities.  Allington and Valone (2011) identified that with 40 years of livestock exclusion 
in southeastern Arizona, restoration of soil properties was initiated, grass cover was increased, 
and native grasses returned, leading to a conclusion that desertification toward a shrubland state 
had not occurred.  Both these studies indicate that the response in vegetation composition to 
disturbance or removal of disturbance may be a process which occurs over a number of years.  
In the short term, what may appear to be a different state in the state-and-transition models may 
be a slow progression between phases, which is dependent on recovery of factors for plant 
establishment or growth, such as soil properties. 
 
State-and-transition models identified in ecological descriptions for a number of the 
sagebrush/bunchgrass ecological sites descriptions represented in the Owyhee River Group 
allotments are similar to the state-and-transition model for the south-central Wyoming site 
described in Cagney et al. (Cagney, et al., 2010) (USDA NRCS, 2010).  Many of the ecological 
site descriptions for low and big sagebrush sites identify retrogression and secondary succession 
through phases of the reference state, with varying degrees of dominance by Sandberg 
bluegrass, squirreltail, and annual grasses resulting from grazing management practices.  Fire 
tolerance of these bunchgrass species has less influence on the species composition of these 
sites following fire.  Dominance by deep-rooted perennial bunchgrasses (e.g., bluebunch 
wheatgrass, Idaho fescue, Thurber’s needlegrass) is enhanced and maintained with proper 
grazing management. 
 
A less productive state dominated by sagebrush in the shrub layer and Sandberg bluegrass, 
annual grasses, and annual forbs in the herbaceous layer is described in the state-and-transition 
models for a number of ecological site descriptions for the Owyhee River Group allotments 
(USDA NRCS, 2010).  This plant community develops due to continued improper grazing 
management and lack of fire.  Frequent fire leads to a similar plant community in this state, 
though lacking sagebrush and often with rabbitbrush, a more fire-tolerant shrub. 
 
Seasons and Intensities of grazing use 
The consequences of livestock impacts to vegetation resources and individual plants are related 
to the season in which livestock graze a vegetation community, as well as the intensity, 



duration, and frequency of use in a given year (Reed, Roath, & Bradford, 1999).  Long-term 
consequences from grazing management practices result from the response from the successive 
years of use a vegetation resource receives.  Inappropriate grazing management practices are a 
process of repeated, selective use of the more desired plant species in a grazing environment.  
This grazing and regrazing within one growing season or in successive years has profound 
effects on the individual plants and their ability to compete with other plants for water, 
minerals, solar energy, and space.  Similarly, the consequences of physical impacts associated 
with livestock grazing can result from a single impacting event or a sequence of impacting 
events without opportunity for recovery to occur.  The result is a loss of productivity and 
potential death of a select group of plants that are excessively pressured by grazing animals. 
 
A number of authors have identified physiological differences of rangeland plants, primarily 
grasses, as they relate to their response to grazing defoliation between those that grow in the 
Great Plains and the Intermountain West (Mack & Thompson, 1982); (Vavra, Laycock, & 
Pieper, 1994).  Caespitose grasses in the Intermountain West, including the majority of 
perennial bunchgrasses within upland vegetation communities of group 1 allotments, evolved at 
least in partial response to low selective pressure by large congregating grazing mammals.  The 
dominant caespitose grass within potential vegetation communities of the Owyhee River Group 
allotments is bluebunch wheatgrass, a species susceptible to repeated grazing.  A number of 
sources suggest limiting the intensity of grazing use of bluebunch wheatgrass during the active 
growing season and providing at least two years of deferment of grazing use outside the active 
growing season for every year of active growing season use (Stoddart, 1946); (Blaisdell & 
Pechanec, 1949); (Mueggler, 1972); (Mueggler, 1975); (Miller, Seufert, & Haferkamp, 1994); 
(USDA NRCS, 2012).   Burkhardt and Sanders (2010) provided the Owyhee Initiative Board of 
Directors with a science review of management tools appropriate for spring growing season 
grazing and recommended similar deferment or rest from growing season use.  These retired 
university professors recommended a system of “early-on-early-off or a two to three early-
season pasture rotation allowing grazed bunchgrasses to complete their reproductive cycle 
without grazing interruption at least on alternating years if not every year, based on their review 
of research and practical experience. 
 
Intensity of grazing use includes a number of potential impacts to a variety of resource values.  
One aspect of intensity of grazing use is utilization of forage species.  Utilization is defined as 
the proportion or degree of current year’s forage production that is consumed or destroyed by 
animals (USDI BLM, 1999d).  For purposes of analysis, slight utilization is generally defined as 
up to 20 percent, light utilization is from 21 to 40 percent, moderate utilization is defined as 41 
to 60 percent, and heavy utilization is defined as 61 to 80 percent.  Severe utilization is greater 
than 81 percent. Generally, the vigor of forage grass species can be sustained with light or 
moderate utilization, while heavy utilization reduces photosynthetic tissue below levels needed 
to maintain root reserves, diminishing the vigor of utilized species.  However, the timing of 
grazing use relative to plant phenology and the occurrence of repeat grazing of individual plants 
combine with utilization levels to affect the health and vigor of key species, as well as changes 
to vegetation community composition. Moderate utilization during periods when reserves and 
photosynthesis are limited for initial growth, during regrowth, or during seed formation will 
impact herbaceous species greater than the same level of utilization during periods when the 
plant is not actively growing. A review of the literature by Anderson (1991), pertaining to the 
effects of defoliation and vigor recovery of bluebunch wheatgrass, and research by Ganskopp 
(1988), pertaining to similar effects to Thurber’s needlegrass, revealed a high sensitivity to 
utilization during the active growing season. Grazing use that occurred when the plant was 
entering the boot stage, a period early in its seed producing stage of growth, was the period of 
highest sensitivity. Utilization levels of thirty to forty percent under deferred grazing systems or 



one time utilization levels greater than 50 percent during the growing season have been shown 
to cause significant reductions in vigor and productivity. Time frames necessary for recovery 
may extend beyond the average 2 to 4-year cycle frequently used in grazing rotations.  
Researchers have recommended that desert ranges be stocked for around 30 to 35 percent use of 
forage production in an average year to meet both vegetation management and livestock 
production objectives (Holechek, Thomas, Molinar, & Galt, 1999). 
 
Forb species tend to not have the ability to regrow following grazing. While grasses tend to 
have growing points close to the soil surface2, growing point of forbs are elevated with growth. 
As a result, grasses are less likely to have growing points removed with light to moderate levels 
of grazing while growing points of forbs are easily removed, even with light grazing. 
Additionally, some forbs are highly palatable and sought out by grazing animals. 
 
Long-term impacts of moderate to heavy utilization are dependent on the individual plant 
species’ ability to maintain health and vigor, recover from impacts, and remain competitive 
while being utilized by grazing animals. The composition of a vegetation community, as it 
relates to the relative palatability of different plant species available for grazing, will affect 
measured utilization and subsequent levels of competition between individual plants. Although 
stocking rates are usually established to limit utilization to light or moderate levels, factors 
affecting livestock distribution will cause some areas where animals tend to concentrate to be 
utilized to a heavy degree, while other areas may remain unused or only slightly used. 
 
The intensity of livestock use will also affect other resource values, including the ability to meet 
management objectives which relate to standing vegetation material and ground cover 
remaining after use. As utilization levels are increased, canopy cover of grazed and browsed 
plants declines. Additionally, deposition of protective plant litter to the soil surface, 
incorporation of litter into the soil, and the density and distribution of plant roots in the soil 
profile are decreased. As a result, increased utilization can reduce cover of bare ground by 
vegetation material and litter, increase puddling of clay soils with raindrop impact, reduce rates 
of infiltration of precipitation, and reduce permeability and moisture storage of soils. High 
utilization levels can contribute to increased overland flow of precipitation and snowmelt, soil 
erosion, siltation of streams, and a decline in surface water quality affecting beneficial uses.  All 
these adverse impacts to soil properties and availability of soil moisture from high levels of 
utilization result in long-term reduced plant vigor and productivity. 
 
Reed et al (1999) provided a grazing response index based on the frequency of grazing forage 
plants, intensity of removal of photosynthetically active material, and opportunity to grow prior 
to grazing or to regrow.  Generally, a positive index resulting from grazing less than 7-10 days, 
removal of less than 40 percent of photosynthetically active material, and most or all of the 
growing season to grow or regrow is beneficial to the health, structure, and vigor of plants.  
Conversely, a negative index results from grazing longer than 14 to 20 days, removal of more 
than 55 percent of photosynthetically active material, and little or no chance to grow or regrow 
indicating that management practices are harmful. 
 
Winter grazing use (November 1 to March 1) of upland vegetation communities generally is a 
period of minimum impacts.  Upland herbaceous plants are mostly dormant during the winter 
season of use with the exception of some photosynthesis by new plant growth after fall and 

                                                 
2 Mack and Thompson (Mack & Thompson, 1982) cited other sources who identified morphologic features of caespitose grasses 
in the Intermountain West that make them more susceptible to grazing impacts as compared to rhizomatous grasses in the Great 
Basin.  



winter precipitation and during warming weather trends, primarily on south exposed slopes. 
Forage quality of cured standing herbaceous vegetation is moderate to low, improving when 
mixed with new growth or browse from palatable shrubs. Light to moderate utilization of 
standing cured herbaceous vegetation is not detrimental to health and vigor of plants. Light to 
moderate defoliation of new growth usually is not detrimental to maintenance of health and 
vigor of herbaceous species since soil moisture will be available for spring and early summer 
growth, regrowth, and completion of the annual growth cycle prior to soil moisture depletion. 
Grazing of fall sprouting annual species may reduce competition with desirable perennial 
herbaceous species during the following growing season. Light to moderate utilization levels 
will retain adequate standing material and litter for soil protection from wind erosion, rainfall 
impact, and late winter and spring runoff. Heavy utilization levels will expose the soil surface to 
these negative impacts, especially on sites with marginal potential to produce a reasonable 
vegetation cover and in years with limited growth of protective vegetation cover. The potential 
for repeated grazing of localized areas, resulting in heavy utilization, is present with severe 
weather conditions and snow accumulation reducing livestock distribution. Negative impacts 
intensify on palatable shrub species when snow accumulation makes herbaceous species 
unavailable. Livestock management actions to maintain animal distribution are oftentimes 
limited by weather and accessibility. 
 
Early spring grazing use (February 1 to May 1) results in additional impacts to vegetation and 
soil resources as compared to winter use.  Table VEGE-1 was developed with data for 
phenological growth of native perennial grasses within Boise District, as supported by data 
presented in the Proposed Southeastern Oregon Resource Management Plan and Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.  Table VEGE-1 identifies average dates for initiation of 
growth, flowering, and seed-ripe for a number of bunchgrass species by elevation.  Early 
growth of herbaceous species, primarily cool season species, occurs with rising soil 
temperatures. Minimal impacts to plant vigor and health occur with light to moderate utilization 
of early growth when adequate soil moisture is available for regrowth and completion of the 
annual growth cycle. Moderate utilization, in years with minimal soil moisture available for 
regrowth after use, could deplete plant vigor and health, especially during periods of critical 
growth. Heavy to severe defoliation can expose the soil surface to future erosive forces of wind 
and water. Use of palatable annual species early in this period may reduce competition with 
desirable native perennial species when grazing is removed and adequate soil moisture remains 
to complete growth cycles.  Early growth of herbaceous vegetation contains high water content 
and thus, when combined with leached old growth, has only moderate forage quality, improving 
after mid-March in most years. The hazard of compaction of wet soils with hoof action of 
livestock may be present, resulting in a reduction of infiltration and soil moisture holding 
capacity in fine-textured soils. Opportunities for good livestock distribution are present with 
more locations of available water and cool air temperature. 
 
  



Table VEGE-1: Approximate growth stage dates for bunchgrass species1 

Elevation 
(feet) 

Sandberg bluegrass Squirreltail Bluebunch wheatgrass Idaho fescue 

Initiate 
growth 

Flowering Seed-
ripe 

Initiate 
growth 

Flowering Seed-
ripe 

Initiate 
growth 

Flowering Seed-
ripe 

Initiate 
growth 

Flowering Seed-
ripe 

4,000 March 
10 

April 15 May 
15 

March 
25 

June 1 July 
1 

March 
15 

June 15 July 
125 

April 1 July 1 Aug 
1 

4,700 April 1 May 5 June 
15 

March 
25 

June 1 July 
1 

March 
25 

June 25 Aug 
15 

April 5 July 1 Aug 
15 

6,000 April 
15 

June 25 Aug 
1 

May 1 June 25 Aug 
1 

April 
25 

July 15 Aug 
15 

May 10 July 20 Sept 
1 

1 Adapted from appendix R of the Proposed Southeastern Oregon Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (USDI BLM, 2001)



Upland growing season grazing use (May 1 to July 1) is the season of greatest impact to native 
perennial grass species.  Upland plants are actively growing, allocating carbohydrates from 
roots and crowns and from limited photosynthetic surface area to early growth, regrowth, and 
seed formation. Herbaceous plants are susceptible to defoliation impacts as a result of the 
depletion of carbohydrates, especially with moderate to heavy utilization, repeated grazing, 
and/or frequent growing season use. Grass species are especially susceptible to impacts from 
defoliation during seed formation and seed stalk elongation, due to the high requirement for 
carbohydrate from remaining plant material and photosynthesis. Opportunities for regrowth and 
completion of the annual growth cycle after defoliation are limited, especially in years of below 
average precipitation and soil moisture. Soil compaction from the physical presence of livestock 
remains a concern with moist soils, especially in areas with shallow and fine-textured soils. 
Upland shrub species reach maximum growth withdrawing shallow soil moisture early and 
deeper water reserves as the season progresses. Opportunities for good livestock distribution 
during the early portion of this season are present with more locations of available water, high 
palatability of quality forage, and cool air temperature. Repeated use during the growing season 
can be expected to reduce vigor and health of desirable perennial herbaceous species and lead to 
trends away from desired future conditions. 
 
Summer grazing use (July 1 to October 31) defers grazing until after the active growing season 
for most bunchgrass species.  A deferred season of use provides for livestock grazing after most 
of the upland species have reached the growth stage of late seed development and replenished 
carbohydrate reserves. Most upland plants, including native bunchgrass species, have completed 
their annual growth cycles and have entered senescence.  As a result, upland communities have 
declining forage quality and lower palatability to wildlife and domestic herbivores after the 
growing season and during the summer. Livestock will tend to turn to palatable browse species, 
especially when herbaceous utilization levels become heavy late during this period, to maintain 
a given level of nutrition when mixed with lower quality herbaceous feeds. With the onset of 
senescence, native upland vegetation communities are less susceptible to negative impacts of 
light to moderate defoliation. Heavy to severe defoliation can expose the soil surface to future 
erosive forces of wind and water. Livestock distribution away from water sources is limited by 
high ambient temperatures, increasing the need for frequent watering and causing cattle to graze 
primarily during the evenings and throughout the night, while becoming less active during 
daylight hours. Localized impacts from defoliation and the physical presence of livestock 
intensify, especially near water sources and other areas of concentrated activity. Additionally, 
nutrient concentration will occur in areas of concentrated livestock activity. 
 
Fall grazing use (October 15 to November 30) remains a period of limited impact to upland 
plant species.  Herbaceous upland plants remain senescent with some new growth of annual 
species and regrowth of perennial bunchgrass species during warming conditions when soil 
moisture has been replenished by fall precipitation. Upland herbaceous health and vigor is not 
impaired with light to moderate utilization of cured standing materials. Heavy to severe use may 
expose soils to erosion from wind and water for an extended period through the initiation of 
spring growth. Cooler ambient temperatures, with some fall regrowth of upland herbaceous 
species, may provide for better livestock distribution than during summer. Forage quality of 
upland herbaceous species remains low, though improving with the initiation of new fall 
growth. Livestock will retain a percentage of palatable browse species in their diets, when 
available, to maintain a given level of nutrition by combining it with lower quality herbaceous 
feeds. 
 



Season-long grazing of a pasture generally begins during the growing season and extends to the 
end of the period of authorized use, typically into the fall period. Many of the impacts 
associated with use during the growing season occur with season-long use. Additional impacts 
occur from localized livestock concentration late in the season as sources of water diminish, as 
forage quality declines in upland communities, and as ambient temperatures rise. The effects of 
season-long grazing on species composition are largely dependent on the degree of utilization 
on the key species. Although the stocking rates that are generally implemented with season-long 
grazing are designed to achieve moderate levels of utilization on most areas, factors such as 
terrain, location of fences and water, and vegetation types available, prevent uniform patterns of 
grazing. Heavy grazing will inevitably occur in some areas while light utilization will occur in 
others. A trend away from desired future conditions is expected in areas receiving moderate to 
heavy utilization on an annual basis, especially when that use occurs during active growing 
periods. 
 
No pastures in the Owyhee River Group allotments are scheduled for yearlong (March 1 
through February 28) grazing by domestic livestock nor is yearlong use included in any 
alternative.  Although terms and conditions of to permit to graze cattle in Swisher FFR may not 
exclude opportunity for yearlong grazing, winter weather conditions make the allotment 
unavailable during a portion of the year. 
 
Exclusion of livestock grazing removes impacts to vegetation resources resulting from 
authorized use.  Defoliation of herbaceous and shrub species is limited to that which occurs 
from insect and native herbivore use. Except in instances when native herbivore numbers are 
high, upland utilization levels during the growing season and dormant seasons are light. In any 
year, small areas of concentrated native herbivore use may have moderate to high utilization 
levels. Residual standing herbaceous material and litter accumulation is greater than with 
scheduled use by livestock in any season. Soil protection from rain impact is high, limiting 
erosion and improving soil structure and infiltration. The initiation of herbaceous growth with 
warming spring soil temperatures may be slightly delayed due to greater interception of solar 
radiation by standing and down litter. 
 
Livestock grazing schedules are generally implemented to provide opportunity for unacceptable 
resource conditions to improve, to maintain resource values which are consistent with 
management objectives, or to avoid unacceptable impacts to resource values or conflicts 
between uses of public land resources. Anticipated short and long-term impacts from annual use 
of a pasture during any one season are presented above. Though some established grazing 
schedules provide for annual use of a pasture during one specified season, more often the mix of 
management objectives associated with a given pasture can better be met by varying the season 
of use over a repeating cycle of two or more years. Multiyear grazing schedules are primarily 
developed with varied seasons of use through an established rotation to allow desirable 
vegetation species the opportunity to regain vigor and health for future growth, productivity, 
and sustainability of resource values. Similarly, opportunities for recovery from grazing impacts 
to other resources, specific to a season of use, may be provided by varying the season in which 
livestock graze a pasture. Long-term and cumulative impacts of implementing a grazing scheme 
will define trend toward future vegetation communities and resource conditions. 
 
Most multiyear grazing schedules can be defined as either a deferred-rotation or rest/rotation 
schedule. Both types of grazing schedules were designed primarily to promote plant vigor, seed 
production, seedling establishment, root production, and litter accumulation for herbaceous 
plants in upland ecosystems. Deferred rotation grazing schedules provide for one or more years 
of grazing use after seed-set, following one or more years of growing season use. In its simplest 



form, a deferred rotation grazing schedule within a pasture provides for a 2-year rotation cycle 
with one year of use during the critical period of plant growth followed by one year of 
deferment of use until after the growing season. More conservative schedules provide for a 
higher proportion of deferment than years of use during the period of active growth.  
 
Rest/rotation schedules allow for similar opportunities for recovery with one or more years of 
the grazing rotation in which no use is scheduled. Caution should be implemented to ensure that 
higher levels of utilization during periods of use of one pasture while providing rest for another 
pasture do not preclude meeting management objectives. At moderate utilization levels, either 
rest/rotation or deferred-rotation grazing systems can allow for adequate recovery of upland 
herbaceous root growth and associated carbohydrate storage following the impacts of critical 
season defoliation. The number of years of rest or deferment necessary to meet vegetation 
management objectives is dependent on a number of factors including resource conditions, soil 
and climatic factors, and the intensity of grazing use. With an increase in the proportion of years 
of rest or deferred use to the number of years of use during the critical season, the opportunity 
for recovery and maintenance of plant health and vigor is improved. Recovery following heavy 
use during the active growing season may require a substantial number of rest or deferment 
years to provide adequate opportunities for recovery of health and vigor, especially when 
growth conditions are poor or if the vegetation resource is in poor ecological condition. 
 
  



Appendix G – Wildlife Ecology 
Table G-1: Special status wildlife species in the Owyhee Field Office and occurrence potential within the Group 2 – Jump Creek 
allotments 

Common Name Species  
Status 

(conservation plans)1 General Habitat2 Habitat Present3 Species Present4 
Species/Habitat 

Affected 

Snake River 
Physa Physa natricina ESA E 

Believed to inhabit deep water on the margins of moderately 
swift rapids or riffles. Individuals have been found in relatively 
undisturbed areas with gravel, boulder, or cobble substrates and 
low percentage of epiphytic algae or macrophytes. 

No Not Present Yes, sediments 
to Snake River 

Columbia 
Spotted Frog 

Rana 
luteiventris 

ESA C 
(SGCN) 

Cool, permanent, quiet water in streams, rivers, lakes, pools, 
springs, and marshes usually in hilly areas from sea level to 
about 3000 m. Highly aquatic, but may disperse into forests, 
grasslands, and shrublands 

No Improbable Yes 

Greater Sage-
grouse 

Centrocercus 
urophasianus 

ESA C 
(SGCN/HPBB/BCC) 

Broad sagebrush covered valleys and foothills interspersed with 
wet meadows. Yes; all allotments Present Yes 

Yellow-billed 
Cuckoo 

Coccyzus 
americanus 

ESA C 
(SGCN/BCC) 

Extensive, mature riparian woodlands, especially of 
cottonwoods or willows, and other open woodlands with dense 
understories at lower elevations. Mature riparian areas with 
willow and alder thickets. 

No Not Present No 

American White 
Pelican 

Pelecanus 
erythrorhynchos 

BLM 2 
(SGCN/HPBB) 

Typically occur on isolated islands in freshwater lakes, marshes 
or rivers, on lakes, reservoirs and rivers supporting large fish 
populations and on mud, sand or gravel shores. 

No Not Present No 

Bald Eagle 
Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 

BGEPA – BLM 2 
(SGCN/BCC) 

Restricted to large rivers and water bodies near mixed conifer 
forest, occasionally sagebrush foothills. Nest in oldest trees in 
the stand. Always associated with aquatic forage area.  

No  Not Present No  

Golden Eagle 
Aquila 
chrysaetos 

BGEPA 
(HPBB/BCC) 

Open habitats in mountains and hill country, prairies and other 
grasslands. Open sagebrush areas adjacent to nesting cliffs. 
Found on prairies, tundra, open wooded country, and barren 
areas, especially in hilly or mountainous areas. In Idaho, prefers 
open and semi-open areas in deserts and mountains. 

Yes;  all allotments Present Yes 

Northern 
Leopard Frog Rana pipiens 

BLM 2 
(SGCN) 

Permanent water sources on the plains, foothill, and in montane 
zones Yes Possible Yes 

Pygmy Rabbit 
Brachylagus 
idahoensis 

BLM 2 
(SGCN) 

Throughout much of the Great Basin; relatively large areas of 
tall/dense sagebrush and deep soils. In Idaho, closely associated 
with large stands of sagebrush; prefers areas of tall, dense 
sagebrush cover with high percent woody cover. 

Yes; all allotments Probable Yes 

Columbia River 
Redband Trout 

Oncorhynchus 
mykiss gibbsi 

BLM 2 
(SGCN) 

Redband trout are found in a range of stream habitats from 
desert areas in southwestern Idaho to forested mountain streams 
in central and northern Idaho. 

Yes; Poison Creek and Sands 
Basin allotments Present Yes 

White Sturgeon 
Acipenser 
transmontanus 

BLM 2 
(SGCN) 

Rely on streams, rivers, and estuarine habitat as well as marine 
waters during their lifecycle. Prefer to spawn in rivers with swift 
currents and large cobble; no nest is built. 

No Not Present No 

Black Tern Chlidonias niger BLM 3 Rivers and ponds. Nests in or on emergent vegetation in alkaline No Improbable No 



Common Name Species  
Status 

(conservation plans)1 General Habitat2 Habitat Present3 Species Present4 
Species/Habitat 

Affected 
(SGCN) lakes and freshwater marshes, or in marshy areas along rivers, 

lakes, or ponds. Forages within a few hundred meters of nest.  

Brewer's 
Sparrow Spizella breweri 

BLM 3 
(SGCN/HPBB/BCC) 

Sagebrush steppe. Idaho study found Brewer’s Sparrows prefer 
large, living sagebrush for nesting. A recent study in 
southwestern Idaho concluded that their distribution was 
influenced by both local vegetation cover and landscape-level 
features such as patch size. 

Yes; all allotments Present Yes 

California 
Bighorn Sheep 

Ovis canadensis 
californiana 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Extremely rugged mountain areas with jutting crags, deep 
canyons and precipitous cliffs. Grassy slopes near cliffs and 
rocky ridges in mountains. Mesic to xeric grass. Avoids dense 
vegetation cover. Semi-desert grassland. Canyonlands and 
foothills of the Owyhee River drainage. 

Yes, all allotments  Probable Yes 

Calliope 
Hummingbird Stellula calliope 

BLM 3 
(HPBB/BCC) 

Secondary successional shrub/sapling. Aspen thickets, along 
streams, open montane forests. Shrubby riparian areas and 
sparsely timbered sites. In Idaho, found in mountains along 
meadows, canyons and streams, in open montane forests and 
willow and alder thickets 

Yes Possible Yes 

Columbia Sharp-
tailed Grouse 

Tympanuchus 
phasianellus 
columbianus 

BLM 3 
(SGCN/HPBB) 

Found in grasslands (especially with scattered woodlands), arid 
sagebrush, brushy hills, oak savannas, and edges of riparian 
woodlands. In west-central Idaho study, grouse preferred big 
sagebrush to other summer cover types; mountain shrub and 
riparian cover types were critical components of winter habitat. 

No Not Present No 

Common Garter 
Snake 

Thamnophis 
sirtalis BLM 3 

Usually found in habitats associated with water, such as streams, 
rivers, lakes, ponds and marshes.  They can also be found in 
open meadows and coniferous forests. 

Yes; streams  Possible Yes 

Ferruginous 
Hawk Buteo regalis 

BLM 3 
(SGCN/HPBB/BCC) 

Found in shrub steppe at periphery of juniper or other 
woodlands. Yes; all allotments Present Yes 

Flammulated 
Owl Otus flammeolus 

BLM 3 
(SGCN/HPBB/BCC) 

Prefers old growth. In Idaho, occupies older ponderosa pine, 
Douglas-fir, and mixed coniferous forests. No Improbable No 

Fringed Myotis 
Myotis 
thysanodes 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Found primarily in desert shrublands, sagebrush-grassland, and 
woodland habitats (ponderosa pine forest, oak and pine habitats, 
Douglas-fir). Roosts in caves, mines, rock crevices, buildings, 
and other protected sites. Prefer to forage in riparian areas 
characterized by intermittent streams with wider channels (5.5 to 
10.5 meters) than ones with channels less than 2.0 meters wide. 

Yes Possible Yes 

Hammond's 
Flycatcher 

Empidonax 
hammondii 

BLM 3 
(HPBB) 

Found in coniferous forests and woodlands.  In Idaho, old-
growth associates in Douglas-fir/ponderosa pine forests. No Improbable No 

Lewis' 
Woodpecker 

Melanerpes 
lewis 

BLM 3 
(SGCN/HPBB/BCC) 

Found in open forests and woodlands (often logged or burned), 
including oak, coniferous forests (primarily ponderosa pine), and 
riparian woodlands and orchards. 

Yes Probable Yes 

Loggerhead 
Shrike 

Lanius 
ludovicianus 

BLM 3 
(HPBB/BCC) 

Found in open country with scattered trees and shrubs, in 
savannas, desert scrub and, occasionally, in open juniper 
woodlands. Often found on poles, wires or fenceposts. 

Yes; all allotments Present Yes 



Common Name Species  
Status 

(conservation plans)1 General Habitat2 Habitat Present3 Species Present4 
Species/Habitat 

Affected 

Longnose Snake 
Rhinocheilus 
lecontei 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Found in desert lowland areas that have sandy or loose soil and 
numerous burrows. Yes Probable Yes 

Mojave Black-
collared Lizard 

Crotaphytus 
bicinctores 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Associated with arid habitats with sparse vegetation and the 
presence of rocks and boulders.   

Yes; Poison Creek and Alkali-
Wildcat allotments near Jump 

Creek ACEC 
Present Yes 

Mountain Quail Oreortyx pictus 
BLM 3 

(SGCN/HPBB) 

Mountain quail breed and winter in shrub–dominated riparian 
communities of hawthorn, willow, and chokecherry in the 
intermountain West. Diet is dominated by plant material though 
invertebrates are very important during the first 8 weeks. 

Yes Not Present No 

Northern 
Goshawk 

Accipiter 
gentilis 

BLM 3 
(HPBB) 

Found in deciduous and coniferous forests, along forest edges 
and in open woodlands. In Idaho, summers and nests in 
coniferous and aspen forests; winters in riparian and agricultural 
areas. 

No Improbable No 

Olive-sided 
Flycatcher  

Contopus 
borealis 

BLM 3 
(HPBB) 

Found in forests and woodlands (especially in burned-over areas 
with standing dead trees) No Not Present No 

Peregrine Falcon 
Falco 
peregrinus 

BLM 3 
(SGCN/BCC) 

Cliffs near forest, lakes, ponds, and rivers. Most are thought to 
migrate south of Idaho during winter but individuals remain near 
urban nest sites in Nampa and Boise year around. 

No Possible No 

Piute Ground 
Squirrel 

Spermophilus 
mollis 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) Sagebrush and grasslands. Yes Possible Yes 

Prairie Falcon 
Falco 
mexicanus 

BLM 3 
(HPBB) 

Cliffs and rock outcrops in sagebrush steppe, grassland, montane 
meadows, marshes, and riparian areas. Yes; all allotments Present Yes 

Sage Sparrow 
Samphispiza 
belli 

BLM 3 
(HPBB/BCC) Shrub steppe, mixed desert shrub/grassland communities. Yes; all allotments Present Yes 

Spotted Bat 
Euderma 
maculatum 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Various habitats from desert to montane coniferous forests. 
Observed in canyons of Owyhee County. Normally roost in deep 
rock crevices of canyon and cliff walls but specific roost 
characteristics are not well documented. 

Yes; all allotments Present Yes 

Townsend's Big-
eared Bat 

Plecotus 
townsendii 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Juniper, desert shrub, and dry coniferous forest throughout 
Idaho; day roosts and hibernates in caves and abandoned mines, 
forages over water 

Yes; all allotments Possible Yes 

Western 
Groundsnake 

Sonora 
semiannulata 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Xeric habitat characterized by sandy or loose soil textures, talus 
slopes, and boulder fields. Vegetation is typically sparse, 
comprising of shrubs, such as shadscale, sagebrush, greasewood, 
and bunchgrasses and annual grasses. 

Yes Probable Yes 

Western Toad Bufo boreas BLM 3 

Wide variety of habitats such as desert springs and streams, 
meadows and woodlands, and in and around ponds, lakes, 
reservoirs, and slow-moving rivers and streams. 

Yes; all allotments Possible Yes 

Williamson's 
Sapsucker 

Sphyrapicus 
thyroideus 

BLM 3 
(HPBB/BCC) Dry open woods, orchards, farmlands, and foothills No Not Present No 

Willow 
Flycatcher 

Empidonax 
trailii 

BLM 3 
(HPBB/BCC) 

Found in thickets, scrubby and brushy areas, open second 
growth, swamps, and open woodlands.  In Idaho, associated with 
mesic and xeric willow (riparian) habitats. 

Yes Possible Yes 



Common Name Species  
Status 

(conservation plans)1 General Habitat2 Habitat Present3 Species Present4 
Species/Habitat 

Affected 

Woodhouse 
Toad Bufo woodhousii 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Found in grasslands, shrub steppe, woods, river valleys, 
floodplains, and agricultural lands, usually in areas with deep, 
friable soils. 

No Not Present No 

Black-throated 
Sparrow 

Amphispiza 
bilineata BLM 4 

Open shrub areas with Sagebrush, Atripex, Rabbitbrush, 
saltsage, horsebrush. Not found in dense sagebrush stands. 
Found in desert scrub, thorn bush. In Idaho prefers open shrub 
areas dominated by big sage, spiny hopsage, or horsebrush 
exceeding 50cm in height. 

Yes Possible Yes 

Dark Kangaroo 
Mouse 

Microdipodops 
megacephalus BLM 4 

Soft, sandy soils in hot dry sagebrush areas. In Idaho found in 
loose sands and gravel in shadscale scrub, sagebrush scrub, and 
alkali sink plant communities. May occur in sand dunes near 
margins of range 

No Improbable No 

Kit Fox Vulpes velox BLM 4 

Inhabits arid and semi-arid regions encompassing desert scrub, 
chaparral, halophytic, and grassland communities. Loose 
textured soils may be preferred for denning. 

Yes Improbable No 

Little Pocket 
Mouse 

Perognathus 
longimembris BLM 4 

Shadscale and low sage areas on lower slopes of alluvial fans 
with pea-sized gravel. Found in sagebrush, creosote bush, and 
cactus communities. On slopes with widely spaces shrubs, found 
in firm, sandy soil overlain with pebbles. In Idaho, found in 
shadscale/low sage on lower slopes of alluvial fans. 

No No No 

Merriam's 
Ground Squirrel 

Spermophilus 
canus vigilis BLM 4 

Prefers sandy soils in dry, open sagebrush and grassland 
habitats. Occurs in the lower Snake River Valley south and west 
of the Snake River in Owyhee County, Idaho and Malheur 
County, Oregon from Reynolds Creek to Huntington and west to 
Westfall. 

Yes Present Yes 

White-faced Ibis Plegadis chihi 
BLM 4 

(SGCN/HPBB) 
Found mostly in freshwater areas, on marshes, swamps, ponds 
and rivers. In Idaho, prefers shallow-water areas. No No No 

Wyoming 
Ground Squirrel 

Spermophilus 
elegans 
nevadensis BLM 4 

Mountainous areas and higher plateaus in open and semi-
forested habitats. Grasslands. In Idaho found in grasslands and 
sagebrush, especially on upland slopes with loose, sandy soils. 
Occupies a variety of sage plain and grassland habitats such as 
valley bottoms and foothills, montane meadows, subalpine talus 
slopes, and reclaimed surface-mine areas. 

Yes Possible Yes 

1 1 Status includes Candidate (ESA C) species listed under the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. § 1531-1544), eagles (BGEPA) protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. § 
668-668d), and BLM Type 2 (BLM 2), Type 3, (BLM 3), and Type 4 (BLM 4) special status species (USDI BLM, 2003c). Additional designations under state and national conservation plans include 
Idaho Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN; (IDFG, 2006a)), Idaho Partners in Flight High Priority Breeding Bird (HPBB; (IPIF, 2000)), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Birds of 
Conservation Concern (BCC; (USDI USFWS, 2008)). 
2 Habitat descriptions modified from (University of Idaho, 2011). 
3 Presence of habitat within project area was determined from (University of Idaho, 2011); Oregon Wildlife Viewer (Oregon State University, 2011); (Yensen & Sherman, 2003); Idaho, Oregon and 
Nevada BLM unpublished data; and specialist expertise. 
4 Categories include species presence documented (Present), species likely to occur based on preferred habitat and local species abundance and nearby (<5 miles) occurrences within 5 miles (Probable), 
species may occur based on preferred habitat and/or occurrences within 25 miles (Possible), species not likely to occur based on limited or lack of preferred habitat and/or occurrence over 50 miles 
(Improbable), and species not present due to lack of habitat (Not Present). 



Table G-2: Summary of sage-grouse habitat assessments in allotments not meeting Standard 8 

Allotment 
Name Pasture 

 Assessments 

Habitat Evaluation and Casual Factors 
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Alkali- 
Wildcat  X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: rated as unsuitable due to the less than 5% canopy cover of large deep-
rooted perennial grasses in the understory essential for effective nesting, security, and 
foraging cover. 
 
Canopy covers of large perennial grasses are below favorable levels. Functional/structural 
group departing from the reference community. Trend shows plant community shift from 
large to small bunchgrasses. Current conditions due to historic grazing, wildfire and 
exotic vegetation. 

Baxter Basin  

   The 2006 Determination recorded that the allotment was “not meeting” Standard 8 but 
was making significant progress towards meeting.” Suitable breeding habitat rating is 
consistent with the 2006 findings. Marginal riparian habitat conditions are the reason for 
this allotment not meeting Standard 8; however, riparian conditions are making progress 
towards meeting Standard 8.  

 Pasture 1 X ND X 

Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/ Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Spring/wetland habitat was rated 
as marginal due to evidence of minor erosion combined with reduced availability of forbs 
and plant structure. 

 Pasture 2 X ND X 

Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/ Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Spring/wetland habitat was rated 
as marginal due to evidence of minor erosion combined with reduced availability of forbs 
and plant structure. 



Allotment 
Name Pasture 

 Assessments 

Habitat Evaluation and Casual Factors 

Br
ee

di
ng

 H
ab

ita
t 

U
pl

an
d 

Su
m

m
er

 H
ab

ita
t 

R
ip

ar
ia

n Su
m

m
er

 
H

ab
ita

t1  

 Pasture 3 X ND ND Breeding Habitat: Suitable  

Blackstock 
Springs  

   Of the three pastures, pasture 2 is the primary issue for this allotment not meeting 
Standard 8 for sage grouse. Current grazing is progressing or maintaining the shift in 
plant species dominance in this pasture. Plant community shift will reduce the occurrence 
of large bunchgrasses that will reduce the availability of effective understory nesting and 
security cover. 
 
Marginal spring habitat used during the late brood-rearing season is at risk and has the 
potential to further trend downward. 
 
Casual Factor: Current grazing strategy is progressing or maintaining the plant 
community shift. Livestock grazing is having a negative effect to spring habitats and has 
the potential to further damage riparian conditions at springs. 

 Pasture 1 X ND X 
Breeding Habitat: suitable 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: suitable 

 Pasture 2 X ND X 

Breeding Habitat: This pasture rated as marginal due to less than favorable canopy cover 
and height of larger deep-rooted perennial grasses and forbs that provide for effective 
nesting and security cover. 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Pasture rated as marginal due to 
evidence of xeric plant species encroachment, major evidence of erosion, and spotty 
distribution of forbs.   
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Trend noted a dominance of Sandberg bluegrass which suggests a plant community shift 
from larger to smaller bunchgrasses may be occurring. Current grazing is progressing or 
maintaining the shift in plant species dominance. 

 Pasture 3 X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: This pasture rated as marginal due to less than favorable canopy cover 
and height of larger deep-rooted perennial grasses and forbs that provide for effective 
nesting and security cover. 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Pasture rated as marginal due to 
evidence of xeric plant species encroachment, major evidence of erosion, and spotty 
distribution of forbs.   
 
Trend noted a vigorous community of large bunchgrasses with an increase of Japanesse 
brome and Sandberg bluegrass and that seeded portions of the pasture are transitioning 
back to larger native grasses. Range health assessment noted pasture similar to reference 
site condition.  

Burgess  

   This allotment rated unsuitable overall for sage grouse breeding and upland summer 
habitat conditions. The large perennial grass understory is substantially reduced resulting 
in limited effectiveness of the understory to provide nesting, security, and foraging cover. 
 
Casual Factors: Current grazing has altered the plant community to favor more grazing 
tolerant species that tend be less robust in stature and do provide as an effective 
understory cover as larger bunchgrasses. This conclusion is inconsistent with Standard 4. 
This is because rangeland trend and sage-grouse habitat assessments were collected in 
different locations. 
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 Pasture 1 X X ND 

Breeding Habitat: Unsuitable due to <5% canopy cover sagebrush and the lack of any 
effective overstory component. 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: Habitat rated unsuitable due to less than desirable sagebrush 
cover and <5% canopy cover of large perennial grasses and forbs combined. 
 
Range health assessment noted a slight to moderate departure from reference conditions. 
Trend recorded that the pasture was barley meeting Standard 4 but appeared to be making 
progress. Historic/current grazing is progressing or maintaining current conditions. 

 Pasture 3 

   Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: Habitat rated unsuitable due to more than desirable sagebrush 
cover and reduced canopy cover of large perennial grasses and forbs combined. 
 
Range health assessment noted a slight to moderate departure from reference conditions. 
Trend (from a photo only) recorded no apparent trend in shrubs and grasses appeared 
vigorous. Current grazing is progressing or maintaining current conditions. 

Burgess FFR  

   Overall, the allotment is unsuitable and does not meet Standard 8 due to exotic 
communities that provide minimal habitat composition/ structure and tend to fragment 
habitat. In remnant sagebrush patches, the vegetation composition/structure is suitable; 
however, the invasive influence of exotic species reduces habitat values over the 
landscape. 
 
Casual Factor: Current grazing is progressing and maintaining the plant community shift 
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to a community dominated by exotic species.   

 Pasture 1 ND X ND 

Upland Summer Habitat: This pasture rated marginal due to less than desirable sagebrush 
overstory conditions and reduced occurrence of perennial grasses/forbs in the understory. 
 
Exotic annuals are dominating the understory showing a slight to moderate departure 
from the reference community. Trend recorded that large bunchgrasses are increasing and 
that medusahead was beginning to be to be documented (trend information taken from the 
Burgess allotment). 

 Pasture 2 ND X ND 

Upland Summer Habitat: This pasture rated suitable in remnant sagebrush patch 
communities. Sage-grouse habitat assessment conducted in remnant sagebrush patch. 
Exotic species dominate this pasture and substantially reduces cover values and fragment 
habitat. 
 
Functional/structural groups showed a moderate to extreme departure from the reference 
community. Current grazing is progressing and maintaining the plant community shift 
dominated by exotic species.   

Chimney Pot 
FFR  ND ND ND 

Current condition of sage grouse habitat on BLM administered parcels is currently 
unknown. Since there is not any sage-grouse habitat assessment information available and 
Standard 4 is being met, an assumption is be made that at a minimum 
overstory/understory habitat conditions suitable for sage-grouse is occurring. 

Chipmunk 
Field  ND ND ND 

The 2007 Determination recorded that the allotment was “meeting Standard 8.” Current 
condition of sage grouse habitat on the 24 acre parcel of BLM is unknown. Since there is 
not any sage-grouse habitat assessment information available and Standard 4 is being 
met, an assumption is be made that at a minimum overstory/understory habitat conditions 
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suitable for sage-grouse is occurring. 

Corral Creek 
FFR     

New breeding habitat assessment information was collected in 2012. Breeding habitat 
conditions rated pasture 2 as unsuitable. 2012 findings are consistent with 2008 
Determination for “not meeting” Standard 8. 

 Pasture 1 ND ND ND No sage-grouse habitat information is available for this pasture.  

 Pasture 2 X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: This is new information gathered since the 2008 Determination for this 
allotment. Breeding habitat in 2012 was rated as unsuitable due to the <5% canopy cover 
of large perennial grasses in the understory reducing the effective nesting, security, and 
foraging cover available. 

Cow Creek  

   Overall, marginal breeding habitat conditions in pastures 2 and 4 and unsuitable upland 
summer habitat conditions in pasture 5 are not meeting desirable habitat conditions for 
sage-grouse and are not meeting Standard 8. Pasture 1 not meeting due to greater than 
desirable sagebrush overstory conditions.   
 
Casual Factor: The primary cause is the reduced canopy cover of large deep-rooted 
perennial grasses in the understory, indicating that functional nesting, brood-rearing, 
escape, and hiding cover values are not fully being provided in these pastures. Pasture 1 
due to the greater than desirable canopy cover and height of the sagebrush overstory. 
Favorable perennial grasses occur in the understory. 

 Pasture 1 X X ND 

Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: Marginal rating due to higher than desirable canopy cover and 
height of sagebrush. Understory perennial grasses are favorable. 

 Pasture 2 X X ND Breeding Habitat: Habitat was rated marginal due to greater than desirable sagebrush 
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canopy cover and height. Understory large perennial grasses were favorable for providing 
nesting and security cover. 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable 

 Pasture 3 X X ND 
Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable 

 Pasture 4 X X ND 

Breeding Habitat: Habitat rated marginal due to less than desirable occurrence and height 
of large perennial grasses and forbs.  
 
Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable 

 Pasture 5 X X ND 

Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: Habitat was rated unsuitable due to unfavorable occurrence and 
height of large perennial grasses and forbs in the understory providing less than adequate 
security, hiding, and foraging cover. 

Elephant 
Butte  

   A majority of this allotment lies outside mapped PPH/PGH habitat within a calcareous 
ecological site on the Snake River Plain. The potential plant community is shadscale-
budsage that is not favorable to sage grouse; therefore sage grouse could not be used as 
an umbrella species. 
 
These pastures did not meet Standard 8 because of the shift in the plant community from 
reference site conditions to the dominance of exotic species providing limited habitat 
value for only a narrow group of wildlife species. 
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 Pasture 1 

   Sage grouse: rated as non-habitat due to the dominance of cheatgrass and the moderate-
extreme departure from the ecological site potential. 
 
Wildlife: This pasture rated as unsuitable due to the limited value for only a narrow 
collection of wildlife species overall. 
 
Functional/structural group shows a moderate-extreme departure from the reference 
community. Trend shows a decrease in sagebrush and both large and small bunchgrasses. 
Cheatgrass is dominant species.  

 Pasture 2 

   Sage grouse: northern portion of the pasture non-habitat and the southern portion rated 
suitable due to elevation, different topography and two ecological sites.  
 
Wildlife: northern portion of the pasture rated as unsuitable due to the limited value for 
only a narrow collection of wildlife species overall. Southern portion of pasture providing 
favorable vegetation composition and structure wildlife in general.  
 
Functional/structural group shows a moderate departure from the reference community. 
Bluebunch wheatgrass and forbs are absent; and cheatgrass is sub-dominant with 
Sandberg bluegrass. Trend shows bluebunch decreasing, Sandberg bluegrass increasing 
and cheatgrass increasing.  

 Pasture 3 

   Sage grouse: rated as non-habitat due to the moderate-extreme departure from the 
ecological site potential and the absence of large perennial bunchgrasses from the 
community and the dominance of cheatgrass. 
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Wildlife: This pasture rated as unsuitable due to the limited value for only a narrow 
collection of wildlife species overall. 
 
Casual Factor: Functional/structural group shows a moderate-extreme departure from the 
reference community. Trend shows a decrease in shrubs, an absence of bunchgrasses, and 
a dominance of cheatgrass. 

 Pasture 4 

   Sage grouse: rated as non-habitat due to the dominant shadscale community and the 
absence of adequate sagebrush cover; lack of large perennial bunchgrasses and the 
dominance of cheatgrass. 
 
Wildlife: This pasture rated as unsuitable due to the limited value for only a narrow 
collection of wildlife species overall. 
 
Casual Factor: Functional/structural group shows a moderate-extreme departure from the 
reference community. Trend shows a decrease in shrubs, an absence of bunchgrasses, and 
a dominance of cheatgrass. 

 Pasture 5 

   Sage grouse: rated as non-habitat due to the dominant shadscale community and the 
absence of adequate sagebrush cover; lack of large perennial bunchgrasses and the 
dominance of cheatgrass. 
 
Wildlife: This pasture rated as unsuitable due to the limited value for only a narrow 
collection of wildlife species overall. 
 
Casual Factor: Functional/structural group shows a moderate-extreme departure from the 
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reference community. Trend shows a decrease in shrubs, an absence of large 
bunchgrasses, and a dominance of cheatgrass. 

Ferris FFR  

   Pasture 2 in this allotment is non-habitat for sage grouse and is identified as not meeting 
Standard 4 for native plant communities. 
 
Casual Factor: The dominance of invasive species has fragmented this pasture from 
adjacent sagebrush habitat on neighboring lands. Exotic plant communities have reduced 
habitat value and do not meet sage grouse habitat needs for cover and forage. 

 Pasture 1 ND X ND 

Sage Grouse: This pasture is non-habitat for sage grouse. There was no sagebrush habitat 
within this pasture. 
 
The pasture is dominated by cheatgrass, medusahead, and ventenata. Evaluators in 2012 
documented the absence of sagebrush habitat. The exotic community has fragmented this 
pasture from adjacent sagebrush habitat on neighboring lands.  

 Pasture 2 ND X ND Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable 
 Pasture 3 ND X ND Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable 

Franconi  

   The 2007 Determination recorded that 90% of the allotment had been burned by wildfire 
in 2006 and had been aerially seeded with perennial grasses, forbs, and mountain 
sagebrush.  
 
Information regarding sage grouse habitat conditions, with the exception of pasture 1 that 
did not burn in 2006, is not available. Because this allotment is not meeting Standard 4 
for a native plant community, it is assumed that habitat conditions for sage grouse are not 
being met as well and is therefore not meeting Standard 8. 
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 Pasture 1 X ND ND Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 Pasture 2 ND ND ND No current sage grouse habitat information is available. 
 Pasture 3 ND ND ND No current sage grouse habitat information is available. 

Jackson 
Creek  

   Pasture 1 is an exotic pasture that provides minimal habitat composition/structure and 
tends to fragment the habitat. In remnant sagebrush patches, the vegetation 
composition/structure is suitable. This pasture is rated as unsuitable and not meeting 
Standard 8 due to the dominance of the exotic community. 
 
Riparian summer habitat was record to be in degraded condition consistent with other 
riparian habitats discussed in Standard 2. 
 
Casual Factors: Riparian habitats in the summer naturally attract and concentrate 
livestock. Current livestock grazing is altering the water table and changing the plant 
community. 

 Pasture 1 X X X 

Breeding Habitat: Suitable in remnant sagebrush patch communities. Exotic species 
dominate pastures. 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: This pasture is rated marginal due to unfavorable understory 
perennial grass/forb canopy cover and reduced preferred forb availability resulting in less 
than desirable effective security cover and forage. 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat: Habitat is rated unsuitable due to non-maintained riparian 
exclosure resulting in riparian area being heavily impacted and found to be function-at-
risk. Water trough is no longer operating, has not been maintained and appears to have 
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been abandoned. 
 
Functional/structural group showed to be dominated by Sandberg bluegrass, cheatgrass, 
and medusahead. Trend found large bunchgrasses to be at low levels. Exotic communities 
lack in effective cover for sage grouse and fragment the habitat.  

 Pasture 2 ND X X 

Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat: Unsuitable. Spring habitat rated functioning-at-risk due to 
connected patches of bare ground within the riparian area and the presence of upland 
woody vegetation suggesting that the water table is being reduced and area is becoming 
drier. 
 
Riparian habitats in the summer naturally attract and concentrate livestock. Current 
livestock grazing is altering the water table and changing the plant community.  

 Pasture 3 X ND X 

Breeding Habitat: This pasture rated marginal for breeding habitat due to less than 
desirable occurrence of perennial grass and grass/forb height. 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Spring habitat rated unsuitable due 
to excessive erosion, channel downcutting, and livestock trampling (This conclusion 
deviated from the 2003 assessment that rated this spring habitat as marginal). 
 
Riparian habitats in the summer naturally attract and concentrate livestock. Current 
grazing is maintaining the non-functioning condition of the riparian area and is not 
allowing it to heal and develop. 
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 Pasture 4 ND X X 

Upland Summer Habitat: Habitat rated suitable over much of the pasture except for one 
site and the associated riparian area (discussed below). 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat: Habitat is a small developed earthen reservoir. Evaluators 
determined that the pond was functioning-at-risk due to erosion and no hydric vegetation 
present. Lack of sagebrush cover between the uplands and the reservoir concluded that 
the site is unsuitable for sage grouse. 
 
Water source is a small developed earthen reservoir with no riparian community. The 
reservoir is part of a larger spring complex. Current livestock use is maintaining 
unsuitable near the reservoir. 

 Pasture 5 ND X ND Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable. Low availability of forbs was recorded at one of the 
sites.  

Joint  

   Overall, this pasture appears to be meeting the needs of sage grouse with the exception 
pasture 2 that rated marginal for riparian/late brood-rearing habitat conditions. This 
determination is consistant with riparian findings discussed in Chapter 3.3 and Standard 
2.  
 
Casual Factor: Current grazing in riparian/spring/wetland habitat late in the summer is 
having negative impacts to the water table and soils and changing the plant community 
from hydric species to more upland and/or invasive species. 

 Pasture 2 X ND X 
Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Riparian/spring/wetland habitat is 
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rated marginal for this pasture due to invasion of xeric plants, minor bank erosion, spotty 
distribution of forbs, and reduced plant structure. 
 
Current grazing in riparian/spring/wetland habitat late in the summer can have impacts to 
the water table and soils and alter the vegetation community. These impacts can cause the 
plant community to change from hydric species to more upland and/or invasive species. 

 Pasture 3 X ND ND Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 Pasture 4 X ND ND Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 Pasture 5 ND ND ND No current sage grouse habitat information is available. 

Lowry FFR  ND ND ND 

The 2007 Determination for this allotment concluded that Standard 4 (native plant 
community) and Standard 8 (threatened, endangered, and special status species) were 
“not meeting” rangeland standards and guidelines. 
 
No current sage grouse habitat information is available. 
 
This pasture is rated unsuitable because of the dominance of exotic species that fragment 
habitat and do not provide adequate cover and forage values for sage-grouse. 

Madriaga  

   Overall, the allotment is providing unsuitable breeding habitat conditions for sage grouse 
primarily due to the reduced canopy cover of large perennial grasses in the understory of 
pasture 2. This pasture is further concluded to be not meeting Standard 8 due to the 
dominance of exotic vegetation noted for not meeting Standard 4 which fragments the 
habitat and does not provide adequate cover and forage values. 
 
Casual Factor: Current livestock grazing is impacting upland and riparian vegetation 
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conditions. Exotic species in the vegetation community noted for not meeting Standard 4,  
promote habitat fragmentation and do not meet sage grouse habitat cover and forage 
values.  

 Pasture 1    Breeding Habitat: Suitable 

 Pasture 2    Breeding Habitat: Habitat rated marginal due to less than desirable sagebrush conditions 
in combination with less than desirable occurrence of large perennial grasses.   

Poison Creek  X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: This allotment rated as unsuitable breeding habitat due to undesirable 
overstory and understory composition and structure of sagebrush and large perennial 
grasses. Sagebrush community is highly fragmented. 
 
Causal Factors: The Trimbly Fire in 2002 and subsequent seeding removed sagebrush 
from the overstory and fragmented sagebrush distribution. Remnant patches of sagebrush 
have unfavorable occurrence of large perennial grasses in the understory.  

R Collins 
FFR  ND X ND 

The 2006 Determination for this allotment concluded that Standard 8 (threatened, 
endangered, and special status species) were “meeting” rangeland standards and 
guidelines. 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: New upland summer habitat information was collected in 2012. 
The assessment found that the allotment was providing only marginal habitat conditions 
largely due to greater than desirable occurrence and height of the sagebrush overstory; 
however, understory large perennial grasses appear to be abundant and adequate to 
provide security and foraging cover. Overall, this pasture is suitable and consistent with 
the 2006 Determination. 

Rats Nest  X ND ND Breeding Habitat: Allotment rated unsuitable due to less than desirable large perennial 
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grasses in the understory resulting in reduced effective concealment and screening for 
nesting and brood-rearing sage grouse. 
 
Casual Factor: Trend showed a shift in plant community composition from large to 
smaller grasses with a co-dominance of cheatgrass. Current grazing of livestock with 
additive use by wildhorses are the reasons for this allotment not meeting Standard 8. 

Sands Basin     

This allotment overall rated as unsuitable for sage grouse habitat largely due to 
unfavorable composition and structure in the uplands and the reduced occurrence of large 
perennial grasses over much of the allotment. 
 
Casual Factor: Pasture 1 and 2 are managed as seedings and pasture 3 is managed as an 
exotic community. Functional/structural group departure of reference site conditions from 
large native grasses to smaller grazing tolerant species such Sandberg bluegrass, 
cheatgrass, and medusahead suggest a shift in the plant community. Trend shows no 
improvement in or towards the reference community. Current grazing strategies are 
progressing or maintaining the trends in plant community composition. Other influences 
include past fire, fire rehab, dominance of exotic species, and wildhorse use.  

 Pasture 1 X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: This pasture rated as unsuitable breeding habitat due to unfavorable 
occurrence of large perennial grasses resulting in reduced effectiveness of nesting and 
security cover in the understory. 
 
Functional/structural group showed a slight to moderate departure from the reference 
community due to the occurrence of crested wheatgrass. Trend showed no improvement 
of large native grasses and a decrease in crested wheatgrass frequency. Current grazing 
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practices significant contributor to current conditions. 

 Pasture 2 X ND X 

Breeding Habitat: Conditions within the pasture are variable and appear influenced by 
topography and livestock use patterns. The lower basin rated as marginal due to mixed 
habitat indicator scores in the overstory/understory composition and structure of 
sagebrush and large perennial grasses whereas the upper slopes rated as suitable.  
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood- rearing habitat: rated as suitable.  
 
Marginal rating driven by deficient habitat indicators resulting in the pasture not meeting 
Standard 8. Livestock use patterns under the current grazing strategy are the casual factor.   

 Pasture 3 X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: Pasture rated as unsuitable due to reduced sagebrush overstory and 
reduced large perennial grasses in the understory. Remnant sagebrush patches rated as 
suitable. Exotic community results in loss of habitat and fragments sagebrush community.  
 
Overall biotic integrity of the pasture shows an extreme departure from reference site 
conditions due to the lack of species diversity and dominance of invasive grasses 
(medusahead and cheatgrass). Trend shows a decrease in large native grasses and an 
increase in exotic species.   

 Pasture 4 X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: Pasture rated as unsuitable due to the reduced occurrence of large deep-
rooted perennial grasses resulting in minimal to no nesting, foraging, and security cover 
values in the understory. 
 
Functional/structural groups showed a moderate departure from the reference community. 
Trend showed large bunchgrasses are being replaced by Sandberg bluegrass, crested 
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wheatgrass along with cheatgrass and medusahead.  

Soda Creek  
   Allotment Summary: Upland habitat conditions for sage grouse are suitable. This pasture 

does not meet Standard 8 for sage grouse due to Standard 2 not meeting for riparian 
conditions; although riparian conditions are making progress. 

 Pasture 1 ND ND ND No current sage grouse habitat information is available. 

 Pasture 2 X ND X 
Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Suitable 

 Pasture 3 X ND ND Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 Pasture 4    Private Property 
 Pasture 5 ND ND ND No current sage grouse habitat information is available. 

Stanford FFR  ND X X 

The 2006 Determination for this allotment concluded that Standard 8 (threatened, 
endangered, and special status species) was “not meeting” rangeland standards and 
guidelines. 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: New upland summer habitat information was collected in 2012. 
The assessment found that the allotment was providing only marginal habitat conditions 
largely due to greater than desirable occurrence and height of the sagebrush overstory; 
and a less than desirable occurrence of large perennial grasses and forbs.  
 
Riparian Summer Habitat: New riparian summer habitat information was collected in 
2012. The sage grouse riparian assessment (this riparian assessment is conducted 
independent of riparian areas discussed in Standards 2 and 3) found that the allotment 
was providing only marginal spring habitat conditions that were determined to be 
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functioning-at-risk and in a downward trend.  
 
Casual Factor: Current grazing is impacting spring habitat conditions and is contributing 
to the downward trend in riparian function. Concentration of livestock near the spring 
area is also impacting surrounding upland summer habitat as well. 

Texas Basin 
FFR  

   New breeding habitat assessment information was collected in 2012 concludes that this 
allotment is providing unsuitable habitat conditions. 2012 findings are inconsistent with 
the 2008 Determination for “meeting Standard 8.”  
 
Casual Factor: Current grazing is maintaining the dominance of Sandberg bluegrass and 
the reduced occurrence of large bunchgrasses. 

 Pasture 1 X ND ND 
Breeding Habitat: Pasture rated unsuitable due to <5% canopy cover of large perennial 
grasses in the understory reducing the availability of effective nesting, security, and 
foraging cover. 

 Pasture 2 X ND ND 
Breeding Habitat: Pasture rated unsuitable due to <5% canopy cover of large perennial 
grasses in the understory reducing the availability of effective nesting, security, and 
foraging cover. 

 Trout Creek    

The 2006 Creek Determination for this allotment concluded that Standard 8 (threatened, 
endangered, and special status species) was “not meeting, but making significant progress 
towards meeting” rangeland standards and guidelines. 
 
Overall, the 2012 sage grouse assessments rated this allotment as marginal primarily due 
to the greater than desirable density of the sagebrush overstory; however occurrence of 
large perennial grasses and forbs are in adequate supply to provide effective security and 
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foraging cover. However, Standard 4 concluded this allotment not meeting due to the 
dominance of exotic species. Although 2012 sage-grouse information concluded marginal 
conditions with a favorable occurrence of understory perennial grasses, this allotment is 
concluded to be overall unsuitable and not meeting Standard 8 due to the dominance of 
exotic species that tend to fragment the habitat and have reduced cover and forage values 
for sage grouse. 

 Pasture 1 X X X 

Breeding Habitat: Suitable (2003) 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Suitable (2003) 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: New upland summer habitat information was collected in 2012. 
The assessment found that the allotment was providing only marginal habitat conditions 
largely due to greater than desirable occurrence and height of the sagebrush overstory; 
however, understory occurrence and height of large perennial grasses are adequate to 
provide effective nesting, security and foraging cover.  
 
Overall, this pasture is providing suitable habitat for sage grouse and consistent with the 
2006 Determination. 

 Pasture 2 X X X 

Breeding Habitat: Habitat was rated marginal in 2003 due to the unfavorable occurrence 
and availability of forbs; however, the sagebrush overstory and the occurrence of large 
perennial grasses in the understory provide adequate cover for nesting sage grouse.  
 
Upland Summer Habitat: New upland summer habitat information was collected in 2012. 
The assessment found that the allotment was providing only marginal habitat conditions 
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largely due to greater than desirable occurrence and height of the sagebrush overstory; 
however, understory large perennial grasses appear to be adequate to provide security and 
foraging cover. 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Riparian habitat conditions were 
rated marginal largely due to the 300-400 feet distance and open habitat between the 
riparian area and upland sagebrush habitat; however, there was only minor evidence of 
erosion and riparian vegetation and forb availability was adequate. 

 Pasture 3 X X ND 

Breeding Habitat: This pasture rated as marginal due to the reduced occurrence and 
availability of forbs; however, the composition of favorable sagebrush conditions in the 
overstory and favorable occurrence and height of perennial grasses in the understory are 
adequate for sage grouse nesting and security cover. 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: The habitat rated as marginal due to greater than desirable 
occurrence and height of the sagebrush overstory; however, understory occurrence large 
perennial grasses and forbs are adequate to provide security and foraging cover. 

Trout Creek 
/Lequerica  

   This allotment is rated marginal due to the greater than desirable canopy cover of 
sagebrush; however, there is favorable occurrence and height of large perennial grass and 
forbs in the understory adequate to provide nesting, security, and foraging cover for sage 
grouse. 
 
Casual Factor: Excessive sagebrush canopy cover.   

 Pasture 1 X X ND Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
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Upland Summer Habitat: The habitat rated as marginal due to greater than desirable 
occurrence and height of the sagebrush and reduced availability of forbs; however, 
understory canopy cover of large perennial grasses and forbs are adequate to provide 
security and foraging cover. 

 Pasture 2 ND X ND 

Upland Summer Habitat: The habitat rated as marginal due to greater than desirable 
occurrence and height of the sagebrush and reduced availability of forbs; however, 
understory canopy cover of large perennial grasses and forbs are adequate to provide 
security and foraging cover. 

1Riparian Summer Habitat suitability rating also includes Late Brood-rearing habitat assessment information collected prior to 2010.   



 



Appendix F – Rangeland Ecology and Vegetation 
 
Rangeland Ecology / Seasons and Intensities of Grazing Use 
Rangeland Vegetation Ecology 
Succession is the process of soil and plant community development on an ecological site.  
Primary succession is the formation process that begins on substrates which have never 
previously supported any vegetation.  Ecological site development associated with soil parent 
materials, climatic conditions, and the natural range of disturbances with time produces a plant 
community in dynamic equilibrium.  The resulting plant community is referred to as the historic 
climax plant community or potential natural plant community.  The dominant plant species 
expected are those present within the potential natural plant community for each ecological site 
(Clements, 1916) (Dyksterhuis, 1949) (National Research Council, 1994).   
 
Retrogression can occur in response to management practices or severe natural climatic events, 
with species composition of vegetation communities altered from the historic climax or 
potential plant community.  Secondary succession occurs on previously formed soil from which 
some or all vegetation has been partially or completely removed by a disturbance factor. 
 
Alternate evolution theory has led to ecological concepts that multiple stable state plant 
communities can potentially occupy individual ecological sites.  These concepts and 
perspectives are the foundation of state-and-transition models and thresholds. Vegetation 
evaluation procedures must be able to assess continuous and reversible (the traditional range 
model posed by Clements) as well as discontinuous and nonreversible vegetation dynamics (the 
state-and-transition model), because both patterns occur and neither pattern alone provides a 
complete assessment of vegetation dynamics on all rangelands (Briske, Fuhlendorf, & Smeins, 
2005).  
 
A state-and-transition model is used to describe vegetation dynamics and management 
interactions associated with disturbance within an ecological site.  States are relatively stable 
and resistant to disturbances up to a threshold point. The reference state is defined as the 
vegetation communities that result through time under natural disturbance regimes.  A threshold 
is the boundary between two states, such that secondary succession does not result in restoration 
through natural events, such as a simple change in management or removal of a disturbance 
factor.  Active restoration must be accomplished once a threshold is passed in order to return to 
the reference state.  Inputs of management actions necessary to cross the threshold from a new 
state and return to the state that includes the potential natural community are greater than simple 
removal of a disturbance factor or restoration of a natural disturbance factor.  Examples of 
management inputs necessary to cross that threshold include mechanical vegetation treatments, 
herbicide treatments, prescription fire, or a combination of active management inputs.  
Transition is the trajectory of system change between states. 
 
State-and-transition models have been defined within ecological site descriptions for a number 
of low sagebrush/bunchgrass and big sagebrush/bunchgrass vegetation communities (USDA 
NRCS, 2010).  These models for ecological sites with a sagebrush shrub component identify the 
reference plant community with co-dominance by deep-rooted perennial grasses (e.g., 
bluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho fescue, and Thurber’s needlegrass) and sagebrush.  These models 
also identify possible vegetation change from reference site potential to a greater dominance by 
sagebrush and shallow-rooted bunchgrasses (e.g., Sandberg bluegrass and squirreltail) or annual 
herbaceous species.  Factors that can lead to this shift include altered fire return intervals, 



improper grazing management, or a combination of both.  In addition, the state-and-transition 
models note that dominance by deep-rooted perennial bunchgrasses is enhanced and maintained 
with proper grazing management.  The presence of sagebrush in the shrub layer of the reference 
state is dependent on the time that has passed since the most recent fire and the individual 
sagebrush species present.  As a result, a number of phases of the reference state for low 
sagebrush or big sagebrush vegetation communities can be expressed through the vegetation 
composition.  The expressed vegetation composition is an indicator of past disturbances, 
including fire and grazing management practices, and is in a dynamic equilibrium.  
Additionally, the current phase of the potential reference community has potential to change as 
a result of future disturbances or removal of disturbances.  The state-and-transition models 
further identify that following frequent or combined disturbances, a transition to a different 
vegetation community can be crossed, resulting in a new state.  State-and-transition models are 
not precise enough to identify a clear line when some thresholds have been crossed.  States 
which differ from the variability resulting from natural disturbance factors in the reference state 
are more broadly defined, especially when vegetation change results in a shift between the 
dominance of species present in the reference state.  Other thresholds resulting in states 
dominated by non-native annual species are more clearly defined.  As stated above, both the 
traditional range model and the state-and-transition model occur and neither pattern alone 
provides a complete assessment of vegetation dynamics on all rangelands (Briske, Fuhlendorf, 
& Smeins, 2005). 
 
Miller and Eddleman (2001) identify a number of temporal changes in vegetation composition 
within the sagebrush biome attributed to livestock grazing, introduction of exotic plants, change 
in fire regimes, and herbicides.  One scenario of change is an increase in the dominance of 
woody species (shrubs and trees), a decline in fire frequency and a decrease in perennial forbs 
and grasses.  A second scenario is an increase in annual weeds (e.g., cheatgrass), an increase in 
fire frequency, and a loss of native perennial shrubs, forbs, and grasses.  Change that usually 
occurs with excessive grazing and in the absence of fire within many sagebrush steppe types 
includes an increase in density and cover of shrubs, annual forbs, and annual grasses, with a 
corresponding decrease in native perennial grasses and forbs.  If Sandberg bluegrass is present 
in the ecological site, it generally increases with excessive grazing.   
 
Cagney and others (2010) identified grazing influences in a sandy soil ecological site in the 10-
to-14-inch precipitation zone in south-central Wyoming.  Four plant communities in three states 
(state-and-transition model) were identified, with the discussion of factors leading to transitions 
between states and resources values associated with these states.  Two described plant 
communities (bunchgrass; sagebrush/bunchgrass) make up the reference state, with varying 
amounts of sagebrush resulting from natural disturbance factors, primarily fire.  With time 
alone, Wyoming big sagebrush will advance into the bunchgrass community following fire.  
With improper grazing management, the rate of sagebrush advancement into the bunchgrass 
community and the density of sagebrush can be increased.  In addition, improper grazing 
management can result in deep-rooted bunchgrasses (species that dominate the understory in the 
reference state) being replaced by grazing-resistant grasses (rhizomatous grasses and bluegrass). 
The replacement of deep-rooted perennial bunchgrass species by rhizomatous grasses and 
bluegrass result in a second state – a new grazing-resistant and stable plant community.  A third 
possible state is a plant community made up almost entirely of sagebrush with bare ground in 
the understory and is the result of continued improper grazing management. 
 
Mueggler and Stewart (1980) identify similar vegetation community responses to improper 
livestock grazing within low sagebrush/bluebunch wheatgrass, low sagebrush/Idaho fescue, and 
big sagebrush (Wyoming and mountain)/bluebunch wheatgrass habitat types in southwest 



Montana.  There, an increased dominance by sagebrush and Sandberg bluegrass, among other 
species, corresponded with the grazing-influenced decrease in the dominate bunchgrass species 
within each of these habitat types.  The authors noted other described sagebrush/bunchgrass 
habitat types throughout the sagebrush biome, including descriptions for Idaho, Oregon, and 
Nevada, with species compositions similar to those described in Montana.  Although a 
Wyoming big sagebrush/Sandberg bluegrass habitat type is identified for southern Idaho in a 
bulletin published by the University of Idaho (1983), this habitat type was restricted to a small 
area in western Idaho where precipitation is less than seven inches annually.  The authors 
cautioned that this habitat type is difficult to separate from other disturbed Wyoming big 
sagebrush habitat types on the basis of vegetation alone. 
 
Anderson and Holt (1981) identified a number of studies of vegetal dynamics on exclosures or 
other protected areas which did not provide clear conclusions regarding the validity of the 
classical Clements based successional theory.  Data from their study of change within heavily 
grazed Wyoming big sagebrush/bunchgrass sites excluded from grazing for 25 years suggest 
that many different assemblages of the same species could form relatively stable communities 
on a given site. The relative abundance of the component species would depend largely on the 
disturbance history, the nature of past disturbances, and the vegetal composition at the time of 
disturbance. Any of the relatively stable community assemblages might be considered climax 
communities.  Allington and Valone (2011) identified that with 40 years of livestock exclusion 
in southeastern Arizona, restoration of soil properties was initiated, grass cover was increased, 
and native grasses returned, leading to a conclusion that desertification toward a shrubland state 
had not occurred.  Both these studies indicate that the response in vegetation composition to 
disturbance or removal of disturbance may be a process which occurs over a number of years.  
In the short term, what may appear to be a different state in the state-and-transition models may 
be a slow progression between phases, which is dependent on recovery of factors for plant 
establishment or growth, such as soil properties. 
 
State-and-transition models identified in ecological descriptions for a number of the 
sagebrush/bunchgrass ecological sites descriptions represented in the Owyhee River Group 
allotments are similar to the state-and-transition model for the south-central Wyoming site 
described in Cagney et al. (Cagney, et al., 2010) (USDA NRCS, 2010).  Many of the ecological 
site descriptions for low and big sagebrush sites identify retrogression and secondary succession 
through phases of the reference state, with varying degrees of dominance by Sandberg 
bluegrass, squirreltail, and annual grasses resulting from grazing management practices.  Fire 
tolerance of these bunchgrass species has less influence on the species composition of these 
sites following fire.  Dominance by deep-rooted perennial bunchgrasses (e.g., bluebunch 
wheatgrass, Idaho fescue, Thurber’s needlegrass) is enhanced and maintained with proper 
grazing management. 
 
A less productive state dominated by sagebrush in the shrub layer and Sandberg bluegrass, 
annual grasses, and annual forbs in the herbaceous layer is described in the state-and-transition 
models for a number of ecological site descriptions for the Owyhee River Group allotments 
(USDA NRCS, 2010).  This plant community develops due to continued improper grazing 
management and lack of fire.  Frequent fire leads to a similar plant community in this state, 
though lacking sagebrush and often with rabbitbrush, a more fire-tolerant shrub. 
 
Seasons and Intensities of grazing use 
The consequences of livestock impacts to vegetation resources and individual plants are related 
to the season in which livestock graze a vegetation community, as well as the intensity, 



duration, and frequency of use in a given year (Reed, Roath, & Bradford, 1999).  Long-term 
consequences from grazing management practices result from the response from the successive 
years of use a vegetation resource receives.  Inappropriate grazing management practices are a 
process of repeated, selective use of the more desired plant species in a grazing environment.  
This grazing and regrazing within one growing season or in successive years has profound 
effects on the individual plants and their ability to compete with other plants for water, 
minerals, solar energy, and space.  Similarly, the consequences of physical impacts associated 
with livestock grazing can result from a single impacting event or a sequence of impacting 
events without opportunity for recovery to occur.  The result is a loss of productivity and 
potential death of a select group of plants that are excessively pressured by grazing animals. 
 
A number of authors have identified physiological differences of rangeland plants, primarily 
grasses, as they relate to their response to grazing defoliation between those that grow in the 
Great Plains and the Intermountain West (Mack & Thompson, 1982); (Vavra, Laycock, & 
Pieper, 1994).  Caespitose grasses in the Intermountain West, including the majority of 
perennial bunchgrasses within upland vegetation communities of group 1 allotments, evolved at 
least in partial response to low selective pressure by large congregating grazing mammals.  The 
dominant caespitose grass within potential vegetation communities of the Owyhee River Group 
allotments is bluebunch wheatgrass, a species susceptible to repeated grazing.  A number of 
sources suggest limiting the intensity of grazing use of bluebunch wheatgrass during the active 
growing season and providing at least two years of deferment of grazing use outside the active 
growing season for every year of active growing season use (Stoddart, 1946); (Blaisdell & 
Pechanec, 1949); (Mueggler, 1972); (Mueggler, 1975); (Miller, Seufert, & Haferkamp, 1994); 
(USDA NRCS, 2012).   Burkhardt and Sanders (2010) provided the Owyhee Initiative Board of 
Directors with a science review of management tools appropriate for spring growing season 
grazing and recommended similar deferment or rest from growing season use.  These retired 
university professors recommended a system of “early-on-early-off or a two to three early-
season pasture rotation allowing grazed bunchgrasses to complete their reproductive cycle 
without grazing interruption at least on alternating years if not every year, based on their review 
of research and practical experience. 
 
Intensity of grazing use includes a number of potential impacts to a variety of resource values.  
One aspect of intensity of grazing use is utilization of forage species.  Utilization is defined as 
the proportion or degree of current year’s forage production that is consumed or destroyed by 
animals (USDI BLM, 1999d).  For purposes of analysis, slight utilization is generally defined as 
up to 20 percent, light utilization is from 21 to 40 percent, moderate utilization is defined as 41 
to 60 percent, and heavy utilization is defined as 61 to 80 percent.  Severe utilization is greater 
than 81 percent. Generally, the vigor of forage grass species can be sustained with light or 
moderate utilization, while heavy utilization reduces photosynthetic tissue below levels needed 
to maintain root reserves, diminishing the vigor of utilized species.  However, the timing of 
grazing use relative to plant phenology and the occurrence of repeat grazing of individual plants 
combine with utilization levels to affect the health and vigor of key species, as well as changes 
to vegetation community composition. Moderate utilization during periods when reserves and 
photosynthesis are limited for initial growth, during regrowth, or during seed formation will 
impact herbaceous species greater than the same level of utilization during periods when the 
plant is not actively growing. A review of the literature by Anderson (1991), pertaining to the 
effects of defoliation and vigor recovery of bluebunch wheatgrass, and research by Ganskopp 
(1988), pertaining to similar effects to Thurber’s needlegrass, revealed a high sensitivity to 
utilization during the active growing season. Grazing use that occurred when the plant was 
entering the boot stage, a period early in its seed producing stage of growth, was the period of 
highest sensitivity. Utilization levels of thirty to forty percent under deferred grazing systems or 



one time utilization levels greater than 50 percent during the growing season have been shown 
to cause significant reductions in vigor and productivity. Time frames necessary for recovery 
may extend beyond the average 2 to 4-year cycle frequently used in grazing rotations.  
Researchers have recommended that desert ranges be stocked for around 30 to 35 percent use of 
forage production in an average year to meet both vegetation management and livestock 
production objectives (Holechek, Thomas, Molinar, & Galt, 1999). 
 
Forb species tend to not have the ability to regrow following grazing. While grasses tend to 
have growing points close to the soil surface1, growing point of forbs are elevated with growth. 
As a result, grasses are less likely to have growing points removed with light to moderate levels 
of grazing while growing points of forbs are easily removed, even with light grazing. 
Additionally, some forbs are highly palatable and sought out by grazing animals. 
 
Long-term impacts of moderate to heavy utilization are dependent on the individual plant 
species’ ability to maintain health and vigor, recover from impacts, and remain competitive 
while being utilized by grazing animals. The composition of a vegetation community, as it 
relates to the relative palatability of different plant species available for grazing, will affect 
measured utilization and subsequent levels of competition between individual plants. Although 
stocking rates are usually established to limit utilization to light or moderate levels, factors 
affecting livestock distribution will cause some areas where animals tend to concentrate to be 
utilized to a heavy degree, while other areas may remain unused or only slightly used. 
 
The intensity of livestock use will also affect other resource values, including the ability to meet 
management objectives which relate to standing vegetation material and ground cover 
remaining after use. As utilization levels are increased, canopy cover of grazed and browsed 
plants declines. Additionally, deposition of protective plant litter to the soil surface, 
incorporation of litter into the soil, and the density and distribution of plant roots in the soil 
profile are decreased. As a result, increased utilization can reduce cover of bare ground by 
vegetation material and litter, increase puddling of clay soils with raindrop impact, reduce rates 
of infiltration of precipitation, and reduce permeability and moisture storage of soils. High 
utilization levels can contribute to increased overland flow of precipitation and snowmelt, soil 
erosion, siltation of streams, and a decline in surface water quality affecting beneficial uses.  All 
these adverse impacts to soil properties and availability of soil moisture from high levels of 
utilization result in long-term reduced plant vigor and productivity. 
 
Reed et al (1999) provided a grazing response index based on the frequency of grazing forage 
plants, intensity of removal of photosynthetically active material, and opportunity to grow prior 
to grazing or to regrow.  Generally, a positive index resulting from grazing less than 7-10 days, 
removal of less than 40 percent of photosynthetically active material, and most or all of the 
growing season to grow or regrow is beneficial to the health, structure, and vigor of plants.  
Conversely, a negative index results from grazing longer than 14 to 20 days, removal of more 
than 55 percent of photosynthetically active material, and little or no chance to grow or regrow 
indicating that management practices are harmful. 
 
Winter grazing use (November 1 to March 1) of upland vegetation communities generally is a 
period of minimum impacts.  Upland herbaceous plants are mostly dormant during the winter 
season of use with the exception of some photosynthesis by new plant growth after fall and 

                                                 
1 Mack and Thompson (Mack & Thompson, 1982) cited other sources who identified morphologic features of caespitose grasses 
in the Intermountain West that make them more susceptible to grazing impacts as compared to rhizomatous grasses in the Great 
Basin.  



winter precipitation and during warming weather trends, primarily on south exposed slopes. 
Forage quality of cured standing herbaceous vegetation is moderate to low, improving when 
mixed with new growth or browse from palatable shrubs. Light to moderate utilization of 
standing cured herbaceous vegetation is not detrimental to health and vigor of plants. Light to 
moderate defoliation of new growth usually is not detrimental to maintenance of health and 
vigor of herbaceous species since soil moisture will be available for spring and early summer 
growth, regrowth, and completion of the annual growth cycle prior to soil moisture depletion. 
Grazing of fall sprouting annual species may reduce competition with desirable perennial 
herbaceous species during the following growing season. Light to moderate utilization levels 
will retain adequate standing material and litter for soil protection from wind erosion, rainfall 
impact, and late winter and spring runoff. Heavy utilization levels will expose the soil surface to 
these negative impacts, especially on sites with marginal potential to produce a reasonable 
vegetation cover and in years with limited growth of protective vegetation cover. The potential 
for repeated grazing of localized areas, resulting in heavy utilization, is present with severe 
weather conditions and snow accumulation reducing livestock distribution. Negative impacts 
intensify on palatable shrub species when snow accumulation makes herbaceous species 
unavailable. Livestock management actions to maintain animal distribution are oftentimes 
limited by weather and accessibility. 
 
Early spring grazing use (February 1 to May 1) results in additional impacts to vegetation and 
soil resources as compared to winter use.  Table F-1 was developed with data for phenological 
growth of native perennial grasses within Boise District, as supported by data presented in the 
Proposed Southeastern Oregon Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.  Table F-1 identifies average dates for initiation of growth, flowering, and seed-ripe 
for a number of bunchgrass species by elevation.  Early growth of herbaceous species, primarily 
cool season species, occurs with rising soil temperatures. Minimal impacts to plant vigor and 
health occur with light to moderate utilization of early growth when adequate soil moisture is 
available for regrowth and completion of the annual growth cycle. Moderate utilization, in years 
with minimal soil moisture available for regrowth after use, could deplete plant vigor and 
health, especially during periods of critical growth. Heavy to severe defoliation can expose the 
soil surface to future erosive forces of wind and water. Use of palatable annual species early in 
this period may reduce competition with desirable native perennial species when grazing is 
removed and adequate soil moisture remains to complete growth cycles.  Early growth of 
herbaceous vegetation contains high water content and thus, when combined with leached old 
growth, has only moderate forage quality, improving after mid-March in most years. The hazard 
of compaction of wet soils with hoof action of livestock may be present, resulting in a reduction 
of infiltration and soil moisture holding capacity in fine-textured soils. Opportunities for good 
livestock distribution are present with more locations of available water and cool air 
temperature. 
 
  



Table F-1: Approximate growth stage dates for bunchgrass species1 

Elevation 
(feet) 

Sandberg bluegrass Squirreltail Bluebunch wheatgrass Idaho fescue 

Initiate 
growth 

Flowering Seed-
ripe 

Initiate 
growth 

Flowering Seed-
ripe 

Initiate 
growth 

Flowering Seed-
ripe 

Initiate 
growth 

Flowering Seed-
ripe 

4,000 March 
10 

April 15 May 
15 

March 
25 

June 1 July 
1 

March 
15 

June 15 July 
125 

April 1 July 1 Aug 
1 

4,700 April 1 May 5 June 
15 

March 
25 

June 1 July 
1 

March 
25 

June 25 Aug 
15 

April 5 July 1 Aug 
15 

6,000 April 
15 

June 25 Aug 
1 

May 1 June 25 Aug 
1 

April 
25 

July 15 Aug 
15 

May 10 July 20 Sept 
1 

1 Adapted from appendix R of the Proposed Southeastern Oregon Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (USDI BLM, 2001)



Upland growing season grazing use (May 1 to July 1) is the season of greatest impact to native 
perennial grass species.  Upland plants are actively growing, allocating carbohydrates from 
roots and crowns and from limited photosynthetic surface area to early growth, regrowth, and 
seed formation. Herbaceous plants are susceptible to defoliation impacts as a result of the 
depletion of carbohydrates, especially with moderate to heavy utilization, repeated grazing, 
and/or frequent growing season use. Grass species are especially susceptible to impacts from 
defoliation during seed formation and seed stalk elongation, due to the high requirement for 
carbohydrate from remaining plant material and photosynthesis. Opportunities for regrowth and 
completion of the annual growth cycle after defoliation are limited, especially in years of below 
average precipitation and soil moisture. Soil compaction from the physical presence of livestock 
remains a concern with moist soils, especially in areas with shallow and fine-textured soils. 
Upland shrub species reach maximum growth withdrawing shallow soil moisture early and 
deeper water reserves as the season progresses. Opportunities for good livestock distribution 
during the early portion of this season are present with more locations of available water, high 
palatability of quality forage, and cool air temperature. Repeated use during the growing season 
can be expected to reduce vigor and health of desirable perennial herbaceous species and lead to 
trends away from desired future conditions. 
 
Summer grazing use (July 1 to October 31) defers grazing until after the active growing season 
for most bunchgrass species.  A deferred season of use provides for livestock grazing after most 
of the upland species have reached the growth stage of late seed development and replenished 
carbohydrate reserves. Most upland plants, including native bunchgrass species, have completed 
their annual growth cycles and have entered senescence.  As a result, upland communities have 
declining forage quality and lower palatability to wildlife and domestic herbivores after the 
growing season and during the summer. Livestock will tend to turn to palatable browse species, 
especially when herbaceous utilization levels become heavy late during this period, to maintain 
a given level of nutrition when mixed with lower quality herbaceous feeds. With the onset of 
senescence, native upland vegetation communities are less susceptible to negative impacts of 
light to moderate defoliation. Heavy to severe defoliation can expose the soil surface to future 
erosive forces of wind and water. Livestock distribution away from water sources is limited by 
high ambient temperatures, increasing the need for frequent watering and causing cattle to graze 
primarily during the evenings and throughout the night, while becoming less active during 
daylight hours. Localized impacts from defoliation and the physical presence of livestock 
intensify, especially near water sources and other areas of concentrated activity. Additionally, 
nutrient concentration will occur in areas of concentrated livestock activity. 
 
Fall grazing use (October 15 to November 30) remains a period of limited impact to upland 
plant species.  Herbaceous upland plants remain senescent with some new growth of annual 
species and regrowth of perennial bunchgrass species during warming conditions when soil 
moisture has been replenished by fall precipitation. Upland herbaceous health and vigor is not 
impaired with light to moderate utilization of cured standing materials. Heavy to severe use may 
expose soils to erosion from wind and water for an extended period through the initiation of 
spring growth. Cooler ambient temperatures, with some fall regrowth of upland herbaceous 
species, may provide for better livestock distribution than during summer. Forage quality of 
upland herbaceous species remains low, though improving with the initiation of new fall 
growth. Livestock will retain a percentage of palatable browse species in their diets, when 
available, to maintain a given level of nutrition by combining it with lower quality herbaceous 
feeds. 
 



Season-long grazing of a pasture generally begins during the growing season and extends to the 
end of the period of authorized use, typically into the fall period. Many of the impacts 
associated with use during the growing season occur with season-long use. Additional impacts 
occur from localized livestock concentration late in the season as sources of water diminish, as 
forage quality declines in upland communities, and as ambient temperatures rise. The effects of 
season-long grazing on species composition are largely dependent on the degree of utilization 
on the key species. Although the stocking rates that are generally implemented with season-long 
grazing are designed to achieve moderate levels of utilization on most areas, factors such as 
terrain, location of fences and water, and vegetation types available, prevent uniform patterns of 
grazing. Heavy grazing will inevitably occur in some areas while light utilization will occur in 
others. A trend away from desired future conditions is expected in areas receiving moderate to 
heavy utilization on an annual basis, especially when that use occurs during active growing 
periods. 
 
No pastures in the Owyhee River Group allotments are scheduled for yearlong (March 1 
through February 28) grazing by domestic livestock nor is yearlong use included in any 
alternative.  Although terms and conditions of to permit to graze cattle in Swisher FFR may not 
exclude opportunity for yearlong grazing, winter weather conditions make the allotment 
unavailable during a portion of the year. 
 
Exclusion of livestock grazing removes impacts to vegetation resources resulting from 
authorized use.  Defoliation of herbaceous and shrub species is limited to that which occurs 
from insect and native herbivore use. Except in instances when native herbivore numbers are 
high, upland utilization levels during the growing season and dormant seasons are light. In any 
year, small areas of concentrated native herbivore use may have moderate to high utilization 
levels. Residual standing herbaceous material and litter accumulation is greater than with 
scheduled use by livestock in any season. Soil protection from rain impact is high, limiting 
erosion and improving soil structure and infiltration. The initiation of herbaceous growth with 
warming spring soil temperatures may be slightly delayed due to greater interception of solar 
radiation by standing and down litter. 
 
Livestock grazing schedules are generally implemented to provide opportunity for unacceptable 
resource conditions to improve, to maintain resource values which are consistent with 
management objectives, or to avoid unacceptable impacts to resource values or conflicts 
between uses of public land resources. Anticipated short and long-term impacts from annual use 
of a pasture during any one season are presented above. Though some established grazing 
schedules provide for annual use of a pasture during one specified season, more often the mix of 
management objectives associated with a given pasture can better be met by varying the season 
of use over a repeating cycle of two or more years. Multiyear grazing schedules are primarily 
developed with varied seasons of use through an established rotation to allow desirable 
vegetation species the opportunity to regain vigor and health for future growth, productivity, 
and sustainability of resource values. Similarly, opportunities for recovery from grazing impacts 
to other resources, specific to a season of use, may be provided by varying the season in which 
livestock graze a pasture. Long-term and cumulative impacts of implementing a grazing scheme 
will define trend toward future vegetation communities and resource conditions. 
 
Most multiyear grazing schedules can be defined as either a deferred-rotation or rest/rotation 
schedule. Both types of grazing schedules were designed primarily to promote plant vigor, seed 
production, seedling establishment, root production, and litter accumulation for herbaceous 
plants in upland ecosystems. Deferred rotation grazing schedules provide for one or more years 
of grazing use after seed-set, following one or more years of growing season use. In its simplest 



form, a deferred rotation grazing schedule within a pasture provides for a 2-year rotation cycle 
with one year of use during the critical period of plant growth followed by one year of 
deferment of use until after the growing season. More conservative schedules provide for a 
higher proportion of deferment than years of use during the period of active growth.  
 
Rest/rotation schedules allow for similar opportunities for recovery with one or more years of 
the grazing rotation in which no use is scheduled. Caution should be implemented to ensure that 
higher levels of utilization during periods of use of one pasture while providing rest for another 
pasture do not preclude meeting management objectives. At moderate utilization levels, either 
rest/rotation or deferred-rotation grazing systems can allow for adequate recovery of upland 
herbaceous root growth and associated carbohydrate storage following the impacts of critical 
season defoliation. The number of years of rest or deferment necessary to meet vegetation 
management objectives is dependent on a number of factors including resource conditions, soil 
and climatic factors, and the intensity of grazing use. With an increase in the proportion of years 
of rest or deferred use to the number of years of use during the critical season, the opportunity 
for recovery and maintenance of plant health and vigor is improved. Recovery following heavy 
use during the active growing season may require a substantial number of rest or deferment 
years to provide adequate opportunities for recovery of health and vigor, especially when 
growth conditions are poor or if the vegetation resource is in poor ecological condition. 
 
  



Appendix G – Wildlife Ecology 
 
Table G-1: Special status wildlife species in the Owyhee Field Office and occurrence potential within the Group 2 allotments 

Common Name Species  
Status 

(conservation plans)1 General Habitat2 Habitat Present3 Species Present4 
Species/Habitat 

Affected 

Snake River 
Physa Physa natricina ESA E 

Believed to inhabit deep water on the margins of moderately 
swift rapids or riffles. Individuals have been found in relatively 
undisturbed areas with gravel, boulder, or cobble substrates and 
low percentage of epiphytic algae or macrophytes. 

No Not Present Yes, sediments 
to Snake River 

Columbia 
Spotted Frog 

Rana 
luteiventris 

ESA C 
(SGCN) 

Cool, permanent, quiet water in streams, rivers, lakes, pools, 
springs, and marshes usually in hilly areas from sea level to 
about 3000 m. Highly aquatic, but may disperse into forests, 
grasslands, and shrublands 

No Improbable Yes 

Greater Sage-
grouse 

Centrocercus 
urophasianus 

ESA C 
(SGCN/HPBB/BCC) 

Broad sagebrush covered valleys and foothills interspersed with 
wet meadows. Yes; all allotments Present Yes 

Yellow-billed 
Cuckoo 

Coccyzus 
americanus 

ESA C 
(SGCN/BCC) 

Extensive, mature riparian woodlands, especially of 
cottonwoods or willows, and other open woodlands with dense 
understories at lower elevations. Mature riparian areas with 
willow and alder thickets. 

No Not Present No 

American White 
Pelican 

Pelecanus 
erythrorhynchos 

BLM 2 
(SGCN/HPBB) 

Typically occur on isolated islands in freshwater lakes, marshes 
or rivers, on lakes, reservoirs and rivers supporting large fish 
populations and on mud, sand or gravel shores. 

No Not Present No 

Bald Eagle 
Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 

BGEPA – BLM 2 
(SGCN/BCC) 

Restricted to large rivers and water bodies near mixed conifer 
forest, occasionally sagebrush foothills. Nest in oldest trees in 
the stand. Always associated with aquatic forage area.  

No  Not Present No  

Golden Eagle 
Aquila 
chrysaetos 

BGEPA 
(HPBB/BCC) 

Open habitats in mountains and hill country, prairies and other 
grasslands. Open sagebrush areas adjacent to nesting cliffs. 
Found on prairies, tundra, open wooded country, and barren 
areas, especially in hilly or mountainous areas. In Idaho, prefers 
open and semi-open areas in deserts and mountains. 

Yes;  all allotments Present Yes 

Northern 
Leopard Frog Rana pipiens 

BLM 2 
(SGCN) 

Permanent water sources on the plains, foothill, and in montane 
zones Yes Possible Yes 

Pygmy Rabbit 
Brachylagus 
idahoensis 

BLM 2 
(SGCN) 

Throughout much of the Great Basin; relatively large areas of 
tall/dense sagebrush and deep soils. In Idaho, closely associated 
with large stands of sagebrush; prefers areas of tall, dense 
sagebrush cover with high percent woody cover. 

Yes; all allotments Probable Yes 

Columbia River 
Redband Trout 

Oncorhynchus 
mykiss gibbsi 

BLM 2 
(SGCN) 

Redband trout are found in a range of stream habitats from 
desert areas in southwestern Idaho to forested mountain streams 
in central and northern Idaho. 

Yes; Poison Creek and Sands 
Basin allotments Present Yes 

White Sturgeon 
Acipenser 
transmontanus 

BLM 2 
(SGCN) 

Rely on streams, rivers, and estuarine habitat as well as marine 
waters during their lifecycle. Prefer to spawn in rivers with swift 
currents and large cobble; no nest is built. 

No Not Present No 

Black Tern Chlidonias niger BLM 3 Rivers and ponds. Nests in or on emergent vegetation in alkaline No Improbable No 



Common Name Species  
Status 

(conservation plans)1 General Habitat2 Habitat Present3 Species Present4 
Species/Habitat 

Affected 
(SGCN) lakes and freshwater marshes, or in marshy areas along rivers, 

lakes, or ponds. Forages within a few hundred meters of nest.  

Brewer's 
Sparrow Spizella breweri 

BLM 3 
(SGCN/HPBB/BCC) 

Sagebrush steppe. Idaho study found Brewer’s Sparrows prefer 
large, living sagebrush for nesting. A recent study in 
southwestern Idaho concluded that their distribution was 
influenced by both local vegetation cover and landscape-level 
features such as patch size. 

Yes; all allotments Present Yes 

California 
Bighorn Sheep 

Ovis canadensis 
californiana 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Extremely rugged mountain areas with jutting crags, deep 
canyons and precipitous cliffs. Grassy slopes near cliffs and 
rocky ridges in mountains. Mesic to xeric grass. Avoids dense 
vegetation cover. Semi-desert grassland. Canyonlands and 
foothills of the Owyhee River drainage. 

Yes, all allotments  Probable Yes 

Calliope 
Hummingbird Stellula calliope 

BLM 3 
(HPBB/BCC) 

Secondary successional shrub/sapling. Aspen thickets, along 
streams, open montane forests. Shrubby riparian areas and 
sparsely timbered sites. In Idaho, found in mountains along 
meadows, canyons and streams, in open montane forests and 
willow and alder thickets 

Yes Possible Yes 

Columbia Sharp-
tailed Grouse 

Tympanuchus 
phasianellus 
columbianus 

BLM 3 
(SGCN/HPBB) 

Found in grasslands (especially with scattered woodlands), arid 
sagebrush, brushy hills, oak savannas, and edges of riparian 
woodlands. In west-central Idaho study, grouse preferred big 
sagebrush to other summer cover types; mountain shrub and 
riparian cover types were critical components of winter habitat. 

No Not Present No 

Common Garter 
Snake 

Thamnophis 
sirtalis BLM 3 

Usually found in habitats associated with water, such as streams, 
rivers, lakes, ponds and marshes.  They can also be found in 
open meadows and coniferous forests. 

Yes; streams  Possible Yes 

Ferruginous 
Hawk Buteo regalis 

BLM 3 
(SGCN/HPBB/BCC) 

Found in shrub steppe at periphery of juniper or other 
woodlands. Yes; all allotments Present Yes 

Flammulated 
Owl Otus flammeolus 

BLM 3 
(SGCN/HPBB/BCC) 

Prefers old growth. In Idaho, occupies older ponderosa pine, 
Douglas-fir, and mixed coniferous forests. No Improbable No 

Fringed Myotis 
Myotis 
thysanodes 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Found primarily in desert shrublands, sagebrush-grassland, and 
woodland habitats (ponderosa pine forest, oak and pine habitats, 
Douglas-fir). Roosts in caves, mines, rock crevices, buildings, 
and other protected sites. Prefer to forage in riparian areas 
characterized by intermittent streams with wider channels (5.5 to 
10.5 meters) than ones with channels less than 2.0 meters wide. 

Yes Possible Yes 

Hammond's 
Flycatcher 

Empidonax 
hammondii 

BLM 3 
(HPBB) 

Found in coniferous forests and woodlands.  In Idaho, old-
growth associates in Douglas-fir/ponderosa pine forests. No Improbable No 

Lewis' 
Woodpecker 

Melanerpes 
lewis 

BLM 3 
(SGCN/HPBB/BCC) 

Found in open forests and woodlands (often logged or burned), 
including oak, coniferous forests (primarily ponderosa pine), and 
riparian woodlands and orchards. 

Yes Probable Yes 

Loggerhead 
Shrike 

Lanius 
ludovicianus 

BLM 3 
(HPBB/BCC) 

Found in open country with scattered trees and shrubs, in 
savannas, desert scrub and, occasionally, in open juniper 
woodlands. Often found on poles, wires or fenceposts. 

Yes; all allotments Present Yes 



Common Name Species  
Status 

(conservation plans)1 General Habitat2 Habitat Present3 Species Present4 
Species/Habitat 

Affected 

Longnose Snake 
Rhinocheilus 
lecontei 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Found in desert lowland areas that have sandy or loose soil and 
numerous burrows. Yes Probable Yes 

Mojave Black-
collared Lizard 

Crotaphytus 
bicinctores 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Associated with arid habitats with sparse vegetation and the 
presence of rocks and boulders.   

Yes; Poison Creek and Alkali-
Wildcat allotments near Jump 

Creek ACEC 
Present Yes 

Mountain Quail Oreortyx pictus 
BLM 3 

(SGCN/HPBB) 

Mountain quail breed and winter in shrub–dominated riparian 
communities of hawthorn, willow, and chokecherry in the 
intermountain West. Diet is dominated by plant material though 
invertebrates are very important during the first 8 weeks. 

Yes Not Present No 

Northern 
Goshawk 

Accipiter 
gentilis 

BLM 3 
(HPBB) 

Found in deciduous and coniferous forests, along forest edges 
and in open woodlands. In Idaho, summers and nests in 
coniferous and aspen forests; winters in riparian and agricultural 
areas. 

No Improbable No 

Olive-sided 
Flycatcher  

Contopus 
borealis 

BLM 3 
(HPBB) 

Found in forests and woodlands (especially in burned-over areas 
with standing dead trees) No Not Present No 

Peregrine Falcon 
Falco 
peregrinus 

BLM 3 
(SGCN/BCC) 

Cliffs near forest, lakes, ponds, and rivers. Most are thought to 
migrate south of Idaho during winter but individuals remain near 
urban nest sites in Nampa and Boise year around. 

No Possible No 

Piute Ground 
Squirrel 

Spermophilus 
mollis 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) Sagebrush and grasslands. Yes Possible Yes 

Prairie Falcon 
Falco 
mexicanus 

BLM 3 
(HPBB) 

Cliffs and rock outcrops in sagebrush steppe, grassland, montane 
meadows, marshes, and riparian areas. Yes; all allotments Present Yes 

Sage Sparrow 
Samphispiza 
belli 

BLM 3 
(HPBB/BCC) Shrub steppe, mixed desert shrub/grassland communities. Yes; all allotments Present Yes 

Spotted Bat 
Euderma 
maculatum 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Various habitats from desert to montane coniferous forests. 
Observed in canyons of Owyhee County. Normally roost in deep 
rock crevices of canyon and cliff walls but specific roost 
characteristics are not well documented. 

Yes; all allotments Present Yes 

Townsend's Big-
eared Bat 

Plecotus 
townsendii 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Juniper, desert shrub, and dry coniferous forest throughout 
Idaho; day roosts and hibernates in caves and abandoned mines, 
forages over water 

Yes; all allotments Possible Yes 

Western 
Groundsnake 

Sonora 
semiannulata 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Xeric habitat characterized by sandy or loose soil textures, talus 
slopes, and boulder fields. Vegetation is typically sparse, 
comprising of shrubs, such as shadscale, sagebrush, greasewood, 
and bunchgrasses and annual grasses. 

Yes Probable Yes 

Western Toad Bufo boreas BLM 3 

Wide variety of habitats such as desert springs and streams, 
meadows and woodlands, and in and around ponds, lakes, 
reservoirs, and slow-moving rivers and streams. 

Yes; all allotments Possible Yes 

Williamson's 
Sapsucker 

Sphyrapicus 
thyroideus 

BLM 3 
(HPBB/BCC) Dry open woods, orchards, farmlands, and foothills No Not Present No 

Willow 
Flycatcher 

Empidonax 
trailii 

BLM 3 
(HPBB/BCC) 

Found in thickets, scrubby and brushy areas, open second 
growth, swamps, and open woodlands.  In Idaho, associated with 
mesic and xeric willow (riparian) habitats. 

Yes Possible Yes 



Common Name Species  
Status 

(conservation plans)1 General Habitat2 Habitat Present3 Species Present4 
Species/Habitat 

Affected 

Woodhouse 
Toad Bufo woodhousii 

BLM 3 
(SGCN) 

Found in grasslands, shrub steppe, woods, river valleys, 
floodplains, and agricultural lands, usually in areas with deep, 
friable soils. 

No Not Present No 

Black-throated 
Sparrow 

Amphispiza 
bilineata BLM 4 

Open shrub areas with Sagebrush, Atripex, Rabbitbrush, 
saltsage, horsebrush. Not found in dense sagebrush stands. 
Found in desert scrub, thorn bush. In Idaho prefers open shrub 
areas dominated by big sage, spiny hopsage, or horsebrush 
exceeding 50cm in height. 

Yes Possible Yes 

Dark Kangaroo 
Mouse 

Microdipodops 
megacephalus BLM 4 

Soft, sandy soils in hot dry sagebrush areas. In Idaho found in 
loose sands and gravel in shadscale scrub, sagebrush scrub, and 
alkali sink plant communities. May occur in sand dunes near 
margins of range 

No Improbable No 

Kit Fox Vulpes velox BLM 4 

Inhabits arid and semi-arid regions encompassing desert scrub, 
chaparral, halophytic, and grassland communities. Loose 
textured soils may be preferred for denning. 

Yes Improbable No 

Little Pocket 
Mouse 

Perognathus 
longimembris BLM 4 

Shadscale and low sage areas on lower slopes of alluvial fans 
with pea-sized gravel. Found in sagebrush, creosote bush, and 
cactus communities. On slopes with widely spaces shrubs, found 
in firm, sandy soil overlain with pebbles. In Idaho, found in 
shadscale/low sage on lower slopes of alluvial fans. 

No No No 

Merriam's 
Ground Squirrel 

Spermophilus 
canus vigilis BLM 4 

Prefers sandy soils in dry, open sagebrush and grassland 
habitats. Occurs in the lower Snake River Valley south and west 
of the Snake River in Owyhee County, Idaho and Malheur 
County, Oregon from Reynolds Creek to Huntington and west to 
Westfall. 

Yes Present Yes 

White-faced Ibis Plegadis chihi 
BLM 4 

(SGCN/HPBB) 
Found mostly in freshwater areas, on marshes, swamps, ponds 
and rivers. In Idaho, prefers shallow-water areas. No No No 

Wyoming 
Ground Squirrel 

Spermophilus 
elegans 
nevadensis BLM 4 

Mountainous areas and higher plateaus in open and semi-
forested habitats. Grasslands. In Idaho found in grasslands and 
sagebrush, especially on upland slopes with loose, sandy soils. 
Occupies a variety of sage plain and grassland habitats such as 
valley bottoms and foothills, montane meadows, subalpine talus 
slopes, and reclaimed surface-mine areas. 

Yes Possible Yes 

1 1 Status includes Candidate (ESA C) species listed under the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. § 1531-1544), eagles (BGEPA) protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. § 
668-668d), and BLM Type 2 (BLM 2), Type 3, (BLM 3), and Type 4 (BLM 4) special status species (USDI BLM, 2003c). Additional designations under state and national conservation plans include 
Idaho Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN; (IDFG, 2006a)), Idaho Partners in Flight High Priority Breeding Bird (HPBB; (IPIF, 2000)), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Birds of 
Conservation Concern (BCC; (USDI USFWS, 2008)). 
2 Habitat descriptions modified from (University of Idaho, 2011). 
3 Presence of habitat within project area was determined from (University of Idaho, 2011); Oregon Wildlife Viewer (Oregon State University, 2011); (Yensen & Sherman, 2003); Idaho, Oregon and 
Nevada BLM unpublished data; and specialist expertise. 
4 Categories include species presence documented (Present), species likely to occur based on preferred habitat and local species abundance and nearby (<5 miles) occurrences within 5 miles (Probable), 
species may occur based on preferred habitat and/or occurrences within 25 miles (Possible), species not likely to occur based on limited or lack of preferred habitat and/or occurrence over 50 miles 
(Improbable), and species not present due to lack of habitat (Not Present). 
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Alkali- 
Wildcat  X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: rated as unsuitable due to the less than 5% canopy cover 
of large deep-rooted perennial grasses in the understory essential for 
effective nesting, security, and foraging cover. 
 
Canopy covers of large perennial grasses are below favorable levels. 
Functional/structural group departing from the reference community. 
Trend shows plant community shift from large to small bunchgrasses. 
Current conditions due to historic grazing, wildfire and exotic vegetation. 

Baxter Basin  

   The 2006 Determination recorded that the allotment was “not meeting” 
Standard 8 but was making significant progress towards meeting.” 
Suitable breeding habitat rating is consistent with the 2006 findings. 
Marginal riparian habitat conditions are the reason for this allotment not 
meeting Standard 8; however, riparian conditions are making progress 
towards meeting Standard 8.  

 Pasture 1 X ND X 

Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/ Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Spring/wetland 
habitat was rated as marginal due to evidence of minor erosion combined 
with reduced availability of forbs and plant structure. 

 Pasture 2 X ND X 
Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/ Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Spring/wetland 
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habitat was rated as marginal due to evidence of minor erosion combined 
with reduced availability of forbs and plant structure. 

 Pasture 3 X ND ND Breeding Habitat: Suitable  

Blackstock 
Springs  

   Of the three pastures, pasture 2 is the primary issue for this allotment not 
meeting Standard 8 for sage grouse. Current grazing is progressing or 
maintaining the shift in plant species dominance in this pasture. Plant 
community shift will reduce the occurrence of large bunchgrasses that will 
reduce the availability of effective understory nesting and security cover. 
 
Marginal spring habitat used during the late brood-rearing season is at risk 
and has the potential to further trend downward. 
 
Casual Factor: Current grazing strategy is progressing or maintaining the 
plant community shift. Livestock grazing is having a negative effect to 
spring habitats and has the potential to further damage riparian conditions 
at springs. 

 Pasture 1 X ND X 
Breeding Habitat: suitable 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: suitable 

 Pasture 2 X ND X 

Breeding Habitat: This pasture rated as marginal due to less than favorable 
canopy cover and height of larger deep-rooted perennial grasses and forbs 
that provide for effective nesting and security cover. 
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Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Pasture rated as 
marginal due to evidence of xeric plant species encroachment, major 
evidence of erosion, and spotty distribution of forbs.   
 
Trend noted a dominance of Sandberg bluegrass which suggests a plant 
community shift from larger to smaller bunchgrasses may be occurring. 
Current grazing is progressing or maintaining the shift in plant species 
dominance. 

 Pasture 3 X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: This pasture rated as marginal due to less than favorable 
canopy cover and height of larger deep-rooted perennial grasses and forbs 
that provide for effective nesting and security cover. 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Pasture rated as 
marginal due to evidence of xeric plant species encroachment, major 
evidence of erosion, and spotty distribution of forbs.   
 
Trend noted a vigorous community of large bunchgrasses with an increase 
of Japanesse brome and Sandberg bluegrass and that seeded portions of 
the pasture are transitioning back to larger native grasses. Range health 
assessment noted pasture similar to reference site condition.  

Burgess  
   This allotment rated unsuitable overall for sage grouse breeding and 

upland summer habitat conditions. The large perennial grass understory is 
substantially reduced resulting in limited effectiveness of the understory to 
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provide nesting, security, and foraging cover. 
 
Casual Factors: Current grazing has altered the plant community to favor 
more grazing tolerant species that tend be less robust in stature and do 
provide as an effective understory cover as larger bunchgrasses. This 
conclusion is inconsistent with Standard 4. This is because rangeland trend 
and sage-grouse habitat assessments were collected in different locations. 

 Pasture 1 X X ND 

Breeding Habitat: Unsuitable due to <5% canopy cover sagebrush and the 
lack of any effective overstory component. 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: Habitat rated unsuitable due to less than 
desirable sagebrush cover and <5% canopy cover of large perennial 
grasses and forbs combined. 
 
Range health assessment noted a slight to moderate departure from 
reference conditions. Trend recorded that the pasture was barley meeting 
Standard 4 but appeared to be making progress. Historic/current grazing is 
progressing or maintaining current conditions. 

 Pasture 3 

   Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: Habitat rated unsuitable due to more than 
desirable sagebrush cover and reduced canopy cover of large perennial 
grasses and forbs combined. 
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Range health assessment noted a slight to moderate departure from 
reference conditions. Trend (from a photo only) recorded no apparent 
trend in shrubs and grasses appeared vigorous. Current grazing is 
progressing or maintaining current conditions. 

Burgess FFR  

   Overall, the allotment is unsuitable and does not meet Standard 8 due to 
exotic communities that provide minimal habitat composition/ structure 
and tend to fragment habitat. In remnant sagebrush patches, the vegetation 
composition/structure is suitable; however, the invasive influence of exotic 
species reduces habitat values over the landscape. 
 
Casual Factor: Current grazing is progressing and maintaining the plant 
community shift to a community dominated by exotic species.   

 Pasture 1 ND X ND 

Upland Summer Habitat: This pasture rated marginal due to less than 
desirable sagebrush overstory conditions and reduced occurrence of 
perennial grasses/forbs in the understory. 
 
Exotic annuals are dominating the understory showing a slight to moderate 
departure from the reference community. Trend recorded that large 
bunchgrasses are increasing and that medusahead was beginning to be to 
be documented (trend information taken from the Burgess allotment). 

 Pasture 2 ND X ND Upland Summer Habitat: This pasture rated suitable in remnant sagebrush 
patch communities. Sage-grouse habitat assessment conducted in remnant 
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sagebrush patch. Exotic species dominate this pasture and substantially 
reduces cover values and fragment habitat. 
 
Functional/structural groups showed a moderate to extreme departure from 
the reference community. Current grazing is progressing and maintaining 
the plant community shift dominated by exotic species.   

Chimney Pot 
FFR  ND ND ND 

Current condition of sage grouse habitat on BLM administered parcels is 
currently unknown. Since there is not any sage-grouse habitat assessment 
information available and Standard 4 is being met, an assumption is be 
made that at a minimum overstory/understory habitat conditions suitable 
for sage-grouse is occurring. 

Chipmunk 
Field  ND ND ND 

The 2007 Determination recorded that the allotment was “meeting 
Standard 8.” Current condition of sage grouse habitat on the 24 acre parcel 
of BLM is unknown. Since there is not any sage-grouse habitat assessment 
information available and Standard 4 is being met, an assumption is be 
made that at a minimum overstory/understory habitat conditions suitable 
for sage-grouse is occurring. 

Corral Creek 
FFR     

New breeding habitat assessment information was collected in 2012. 
Breeding habitat conditions rated pasture 2 as unsuitable. 2012 findings 
are consistent with 2008 Determination for “not meeting” Standard 8. 

 Pasture 1 ND ND ND No sage-grouse habitat information is available for this pasture.  

 Pasture 2 X ND ND Breeding Habitat: This is new information gathered since the 2008 
Determination for this allotment. Breeding habitat in 2012 was rated as 
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unsuitable due to the <5% canopy cover of large perennial grasses in the 
understory reducing the effective nesting, security, and foraging cover 
available. 

Cow Creek  

   Overall, marginal breeding habitat conditions in pastures 2 and 4 and 
unsuitable upland summer habitat conditions in pasture 5 are not meeting 
desirable habitat conditions for sage-grouse and are not meeting Standard 
8. Pasture 1 not meeting due to greater than desirable sagebrush overstory 
conditions.   
 
Casual Factor: The primary cause is the reduced canopy cover of large 
deep-rooted perennial grasses in the understory, indicating that functional 
nesting, brood-rearing, escape, and hiding cover values are not fully being 
provided in these pastures. Pasture 1 due to the greater than desirable 
canopy cover and height of the sagebrush overstory. Favorable perennial 
grasses occur in the understory. 

 Pasture 1 X X ND 

Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: Marginal rating due to higher than desirable 
canopy cover and height of sagebrush. Understory perennial grasses are 
favorable. 

 Pasture 2 X X ND 
Breeding Habitat: Habitat was rated marginal due to greater than desirable 
sagebrush canopy cover and height. Understory large perennial grasses 
were favorable for providing nesting and security cover. 
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Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable 

 Pasture 3 X X ND 
Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable 

 Pasture 4 X X ND 

Breeding Habitat: Habitat rated marginal due to less than desirable 
occurrence and height of large perennial grasses and forbs.  
 
Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable 

 Pasture 5 X X ND 

Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: Habitat was rated unsuitable due to unfavorable 
occurrence and height of large perennial grasses and forbs in the 
understory providing less than adequate security, hiding, and foraging 
cover. 

Elephant 
Butte  

   A majority of this allotment lies outside mapped PPH/PGH habitat within 
a calcareous ecological site on the Snake River Plain. The potential plant 
community is shadscale-budsage that is not favorable to sage grouse; 
therefore sage grouse could not be used as an umbrella species. 
 
These pastures did not meet Standard 8 because of the shift in the plant 
community from reference site conditions to the dominance of exotic 
species providing limited habitat value for only a narrow group of wildlife 
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species. 

 Pasture 1 

   Sage grouse: rated as non-habitat due to the dominance of cheatgrass and 
the moderate-extreme departure from the ecological site potential. 
 
Wildlife: This pasture rated as unsuitable due to the limited value for only 
a narrow collection of wildlife species overall. 
 
Functional/structural group shows a moderate-extreme departure from the 
reference community. Trend shows a decrease in sagebrush and both large 
and small bunchgrasses. Cheatgrass is dominant species.  

 Pasture 2 

   Sage grouse: northern portion of the pasture non-habitat and the southern 
portion rated suitable due to elevation, different topography and two 
ecological sites.  
 
Wildlife: northern portion of the pasture rated as unsuitable due to the 
limited value for only a narrow collection of wildlife species overall. 
Southern portion of pasture providing favorable vegetation composition 
and structure wildlife in general.  
 
Functional/structural group shows a moderate departure from the reference 
community. Bluebunch wheatgrass and forbs are absent; and cheatgrass is 
sub-dominant with Sandberg bluegrass. Trend shows bluebunch 
decreasing, Sandberg bluegrass increasing and cheatgrass increasing.  
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 Pasture 3 

   Sage grouse: rated as non-habitat due to the moderate-extreme departure 
from the ecological site potential and the absence of large perennial 
bunchgrasses from the community and the dominance of cheatgrass. 
 
Wildlife: This pasture rated as unsuitable due to the limited value for only 
a narrow collection of wildlife species overall. 
 
Casual Factor: Functional/structural group shows a moderate-extreme 
departure from the reference community. Trend shows a decrease in 
shrubs, an absence of bunchgrasses, and a dominance of cheatgrass. 

 Pasture 4 

   Sage grouse: rated as non-habitat due to the dominant shadscale 
community and the absence of adequate sagebrush cover; lack of large 
perennial bunchgrasses and the dominance of cheatgrass. 
 
Wildlife: This pasture rated as unsuitable due to the limited value for only 
a narrow collection of wildlife species overall. 
 
Casual Factor: Functional/structural group shows a moderate-extreme 
departure from the reference community. Trend shows a decrease in 
shrubs, an absence of bunchgrasses, and a dominance of cheatgrass. 

 Pasture 5 
   Sage grouse: rated as non-habitat due to the dominant shadscale 

community and the absence of adequate sagebrush cover; lack of large 
perennial bunchgrasses and the dominance of cheatgrass. 
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Wildlife: This pasture rated as unsuitable due to the limited value for only 
a narrow collection of wildlife species overall. 
 
Casual Factor: Functional/structural group shows a moderate-extreme 
departure from the reference community. Trend shows a decrease in 
shrubs, an absence of large bunchgrasses, and a dominance of cheatgrass. 

Ferris FFR  

   Pasture 2 in this allotment is non-habitat for sage grouse and is identified 
as not meeting Standard 4 for native plant communities. 
 
Casual Factor: The dominance of invasive species has fragmented this 
pasture from adjacent sagebrush habitat on neighboring lands. Exotic plant 
communities have reduced habitat value and do not meet sage grouse 
habitat needs for cover and forage. 

 Pasture 1 ND X ND 

Sage Grouse: This pasture is non-habitat for sage grouse. There was no 
sagebrush habitat within this pasture. 
 
The pasture is dominated by cheatgrass, medusahead, and ventenata. 
Evaluators in 2012 documented the absence of sagebrush habitat. The 
exotic community has fragmented this pasture from adjacent sagebrush 
habitat on neighboring lands.  

 Pasture 2 ND X ND Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable 
 Pasture 3 ND X ND Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable 
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Franconi  

   The 2007 Determination recorded that 90% of the allotment had been 
burned by wildfire in 2006 and had been aerially seeded with perennial 
grasses, forbs, and mountain sagebrush.  
 
Information regarding sage grouse habitat conditions, with the exception 
of pasture 1 that did not burn in 2006, is not available. Because this 
allotment is not meeting Standard 4 for a native plant community, it is 
assumed that habitat conditions for sage grouse are not being met as well 
and is therefore not meeting Standard 8. 

 Pasture 1 X ND ND Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 Pasture 2 ND ND ND No current sage grouse habitat information is available. 
 Pasture 3 ND ND ND No current sage grouse habitat information is available. 

Jackson 
Creek  

   Pasture 1 is an exotic pasture that provides minimal habitat 
composition/structure and tends to fragment the habitat. In remnant 
sagebrush patches, the vegetation composition/structure is suitable. This 
pasture is rated as unsuitable and not meeting Standard 8 due to the 
dominance of the exotic community. 
 
Riparian summer habitat was record to be in degraded condition consistent 
with other riparian habitats discussed in Standard 2. 
 
Casual Factors: Riparian habitats in the summer naturally attract and 
concentrate livestock. Current livestock grazing is altering the water table 
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and changing the plant community. 

 Pasture 1 X X X 

Breeding Habitat: Suitable in remnant sagebrush patch communities. 
Exotic species dominate pastures. 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: This pasture is rated marginal due to unfavorable 
understory perennial grass/forb canopy cover and reduced preferred forb 
availability resulting in less than desirable effective security cover and 
forage. 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat: Habitat is rated unsuitable due to non-
maintained riparian exclosure resulting in riparian area being heavily 
impacted and found to be function-at-risk. Water trough is no longer 
operating, has not been maintained and appears to have been abandoned. 
 
Functional/structural group showed to be dominated by Sandberg 
bluegrass, cheatgrass, and medusahead. Trend found large bunchgrasses to 
be at low levels. Exotic communities lack in effective cover for sage 
grouse and fragment the habitat.  

 Pasture 2 ND X X 

Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat: Unsuitable. Spring habitat rated functioning-at-
risk due to connected patches of bare ground within the riparian area and 
the presence of upland woody vegetation suggesting that the water table is 
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being reduced and area is becoming drier. 
 
Riparian habitats in the summer naturally attract and concentrate livestock. 
Current livestock grazing is altering the water table and changing the plant 
community.  

 Pasture 3 X ND X 

Breeding Habitat: This pasture rated marginal for breeding habitat due to 
less than desirable occurrence of perennial grass and grass/forb height. 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Spring habitat rated 
unsuitable due to excessive erosion, channel downcutting, and livestock 
trampling (This conclusion deviated from the 2003 assessment that rated 
this spring habitat as marginal). 
 
Riparian habitats in the summer naturally attract and concentrate livestock. 
Current grazing is maintaining the non-functioning condition of the 
riparian area and is not allowing it to heal and develop. 

 Pasture 4 ND X X 

Upland Summer Habitat: Habitat rated suitable over much of the pasture 
except for one site and the associated riparian area (discussed below). 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat: Habitat is a small developed earthen reservoir. 
Evaluators determined that the pond was functioning-at-risk due to erosion 
and no hydric vegetation present. Lack of sagebrush cover between the 
uplands and the reservoir concluded that the site is unsuitable for sage 
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grouse. 
 
Water source is a small developed earthen reservoir with no riparian 
community. The reservoir is part of a larger spring complex. Current 
livestock use is maintaining unsuitable near the reservoir. 

 Pasture 5 ND X ND Upland Summer Habitat: Suitable. Low availability of forbs was recorded 
at one of the sites.  

Joint  

   Overall, this pasture appears to be meeting the needs of sage grouse with 
the exception pasture 2 that rated marginal for riparian/late brood-rearing 
habitat conditions. This determination is consistant with riparian findings 
discussed in Chapter 3.3 and Standard 2.  
 
Casual Factor: Current grazing in riparian/spring/wetland habitat late in 
the summer is having negative impacts to the water table and soils and 
changing the plant community from hydric species to more upland and/or 
invasive species. 

 Pasture 2 X ND X 

Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: 
Riparian/spring/wetland habitat is rated marginal for this pasture due to 
invasion of xeric plants, minor bank erosion, spotty distribution of forbs, 
and reduced plant structure. 
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Current grazing in riparian/spring/wetland habitat late in the summer can 
have impacts to the water table and soils and alter the vegetation 
community. These impacts can cause the plant community to change from 
hydric species to more upland and/or invasive species. 

 Pasture 3 X ND ND Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 Pasture 4 X ND ND Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 Pasture 5 ND ND ND No current sage grouse habitat information is available. 

Lowry FFR  ND ND ND 

The 2007 Determination for this allotment concluded that Standard 4 
(native plant community) and Standard 8 (threatened, endangered, and 
special status species) were “not meeting” rangeland standards and 
guidelines. 
 
No current sage grouse habitat information is available. 
 
This pasture is rated unsuitable because of the dominance of exotic species 
that fragment habitat and do not provide adequate cover and forage values 
for sage-grouse. 

Madriaga  

   Overall, the allotment is providing unsuitable breeding habitat conditions 
for sage grouse primarily due to the reduced canopy cover of large 
perennial grasses in the understory of pasture 2. This pasture is further 
concluded to be not meeting Standard 8 due to the dominance of exotic 
vegetation noted for not meeting Standard 4 which fragments the habitat 
and does not provide adequate cover and forage values. 
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Casual Factor: Current livestock grazing is impacting upland and riparian 
vegetation conditions. Exotic species in the vegetation community noted 
for not meeting Standard 4,  promote habitat fragmentation and do not 
meet sage grouse habitat cover and forage values.  

 Pasture 1    Breeding Habitat: Suitable 

 Pasture 2    
Breeding Habitat: Habitat rated marginal due to less than desirable 
sagebrush conditions in combination with less than desirable occurrence of 
large perennial grasses.   

Poison Creek  X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: This allotment rated as unsuitable breeding habitat due 
to undesirable overstory and understory composition and structure of 
sagebrush and large perennial grasses. Sagebrush community is highly 
fragmented. 
 
Causal Factors: The Trimbly Fire in 2002 and subsequent seeding 
removed sagebrush from the overstory and fragmented sagebrush 
distribution. Remnant patches of sagebrush have unfavorable occurrence 
of large perennial grasses in the understory.  

R Collins 
FFR  ND X ND 

The 2006 Determination for this allotment concluded that Standard 8 
(threatened, endangered, and special status species) were “meeting” 
rangeland standards and guidelines. 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: New upland summer habitat information was 
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collected in 2012. The assessment found that the allotment was providing 
only marginal habitat conditions largely due to greater than desirable 
occurrence and height of the sagebrush overstory; however, understory 
large perennial grasses appear to be abundant and adequate to provide 
security and foraging cover. Overall, this pasture is suitable and consistent 
with the 2006 Determination. 

Rats Nest  X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: Allotment rated unsuitable due to less than desirable 
large perennial grasses in the understory resulting in reduced effective 
concealment and screening for nesting and brood-rearing sage grouse. 
 
Casual Factor: Trend showed a shift in plant community composition from 
large to smaller grasses with a co-dominance of cheatgrass. Current 
grazing of livestock with additive use by wildhorses are the reasons for 
this allotment not meeting Standard 8. 

Sands Basin     

This allotment overall rated as unsuitable for sage grouse habitat largely 
due to unfavorable composition and structure in the uplands and the 
reduced occurrence of large perennial grasses over much of the allotment. 
 
Casual Factor: Pasture 1 and 2 are managed as seedings and pasture 3 is 
managed as an exotic community. Functional/structural group departure of 
reference site conditions from large native grasses to smaller grazing 
tolerant species such Sandberg bluegrass, cheatgrass, and medusahead 
suggest a shift in the plant community. Trend shows no improvement in or 
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towards the reference community. Current grazing strategies are 
progressing or maintaining the trends in plant community composition. 
Other influences include past fire, fire rehab, dominance of exotic species, 
and wildhorse use.  

 Pasture 1 X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: This pasture rated as unsuitable breeding habitat due to 
unfavorable occurrence of large perennial grasses resulting in reduced 
effectiveness of nesting and security cover in the understory. 
 
Functional/structural group showed a slight to moderate departure from 
the reference community due to the occurrence of crested wheatgrass. 
Trend showed no improvement of large native grasses and a decrease in 
crested wheatgrass frequency. Current grazing practices significant 
contributor to current conditions. 

 Pasture 2 X ND X 

Breeding Habitat: Conditions within the pasture are variable and appear 
influenced by topography and livestock use patterns. The lower basin rated 
as marginal due to mixed habitat indicator scores in the 
overstory/understory composition and structure of sagebrush and large 
perennial grasses whereas the upper slopes rated as suitable.  
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood- rearing habitat: rated as suitable.  
 
Marginal rating driven by deficient habitat indicators resulting in the 
pasture not meeting Standard 8. Livestock use patterns under the current 
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grazing strategy are the casual factor.   

 Pasture 3 X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: Pasture rated as unsuitable due to reduced sagebrush 
overstory and reduced large perennial grasses in the understory. Remnant 
sagebrush patches rated as suitable. Exotic community results in loss of 
habitat and fragments sagebrush community.  
 
Overall biotic integrity of the pasture shows an extreme departure from 
reference site conditions due to the lack of species diversity and 
dominance of invasive grasses (medusahead and cheatgrass). Trend shows 
a decrease in large native grasses and an increase in exotic species.   

 Pasture 4 X ND ND 

Breeding Habitat: Pasture rated as unsuitable due to the reduced 
occurrence of large deep-rooted perennial grasses resulting in minimal to 
no nesting, foraging, and security cover values in the understory. 
 
Functional/structural groups showed a moderate departure from the 
reference community. Trend showed large bunchgrasses are being 
replaced by Sandberg bluegrass, crested wheatgrass along with cheatgrass 
and medusahead.  

Soda Creek  

   Allotment Summary: Upland habitat conditions for sage grouse are 
suitable. This pasture does not meet Standard 8 for sage grouse due to 
Standard 2 not meeting for riparian conditions; although riparian 
conditions are making progress. 

 Pasture 1 ND ND ND No current sage grouse habitat information is available. 
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 Pasture 2 X ND X 
Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Suitable 

 Pasture 3 X ND ND Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 Pasture 4    Private Property 
 Pasture 5 ND ND ND No current sage grouse habitat information is available. 

Stanford FFR  ND X X 

The 2006 Determination for this allotment concluded that Standard 8 
(threatened, endangered, and special status species) was “not meeting” 
rangeland standards and guidelines. 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: New upland summer habitat information was 
collected in 2012. The assessment found that the allotment was providing 
only marginal habitat conditions largely due to greater than desirable 
occurrence and height of the sagebrush overstory; and a less than desirable 
occurrence of large perennial grasses and forbs.  
 
Riparian Summer Habitat: New riparian summer habitat information was 
collected in 2012. The sage grouse riparian assessment (this riparian 
assessment is conducted independent of riparian areas discussed in 
Standards 2 and 3) found that the allotment was providing only marginal 
spring habitat conditions that were determined to be functioning-at-risk 
and in a downward trend.  
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Casual Factor: Current grazing is impacting spring habitat conditions and 
is contributing to the downward trend in riparian function. Concentration 
of livestock near the spring area is also impacting surrounding upland 
summer habitat as well. 

Texas Basin 
FFR  

   New breeding habitat assessment information was collected in 2012 
concludes that this allotment is providing unsuitable habitat conditions. 
2012 findings are inconsistent with the 2008 Determination for “meeting 
Standard 8.”  
 
Casual Factor: Current grazing is maintaining the dominance of Sandberg 
bluegrass and the reduced occurrence of large bunchgrasses. 

 Pasture 1 X ND ND 
Breeding Habitat: Pasture rated unsuitable due to <5% canopy cover of 
large perennial grasses in the understory reducing the availability of 
effective nesting, security, and foraging cover. 

 Pasture 2 X ND ND 
Breeding Habitat: Pasture rated unsuitable due to <5% canopy cover of 
large perennial grasses in the understory reducing the availability of 
effective nesting, security, and foraging cover. 

 Trout Creek    

The 2006 Creek Determination for this allotment concluded that Standard 
8 (threatened, endangered, and special status species) was “not meeting, 
but making significant progress towards meeting” rangeland standards and 
guidelines. 
 
Overall, the 2012 sage grouse assessments rated this allotment as marginal 
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primarily due to the greater than desirable density of the sagebrush 
overstory; however occurrence of large perennial grasses and forbs are in 
adequate supply to provide effective security and foraging cover. 
However, Standard 4 concluded this allotment not meeting due to the 
dominance of exotic species. Although 2012 sage-grouse information 
concluded marginal conditions with a favorable occurrence of understory 
perennial grasses, this allotment is concluded to be overall unsuitable and 
not meeting Standard 8 due to the dominance of exotic species that tend to 
fragment the habitat and have reduced cover and forage values for sage 
grouse. 

 Pasture 1 X X X 

Breeding Habitat: Suitable (2003) 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Suitable (2003) 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: New upland summer habitat information was 
collected in 2012. The assessment found that the allotment was providing 
only marginal habitat conditions largely due to greater than desirable 
occurrence and height of the sagebrush overstory; however, understory 
occurrence and height of large perennial grasses are adequate to provide 
effective nesting, security and foraging cover.  
 
Overall, this pasture is providing suitable habitat for sage grouse and 
consistent with the 2006 Determination. 
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 Pasture 2 X X X 

Breeding Habitat: Habitat was rated marginal in 2003 due to the 
unfavorable occurrence and availability of forbs; however, the sagebrush 
overstory and the occurrence of large perennial grasses in the understory 
provide adequate cover for nesting sage grouse.  
 
Upland Summer Habitat: New upland summer habitat information was 
collected in 2012. The assessment found that the allotment was providing 
only marginal habitat conditions largely due to greater than desirable 
occurrence and height of the sagebrush overstory; however, understory 
large perennial grasses appear to be adequate to provide security and 
foraging cover. 
 
Riparian Summer Habitat/Late Brood-rearing Habitat: Riparian habitat 
conditions were rated marginal largely due to the 300-400 feet distance 
and open habitat between the riparian area and upland sagebrush habitat; 
however, there was only minor evidence of erosion and riparian vegetation 
and forb availability was adequate. 

 Pasture 3 X X ND 

Breeding Habitat: This pasture rated as marginal due to the reduced 
occurrence and availability of forbs; however, the composition of 
favorable sagebrush conditions in the overstory and favorable occurrence 
and height of perennial grasses in the understory are adequate for sage 
grouse nesting and security cover. 
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Upland Summer Habitat: The habitat rated as marginal due to greater than 
desirable occurrence and height of the sagebrush overstory; however, 
understory occurrence large perennial grasses and forbs are adequate to 
provide security and foraging cover. 

Trout Creek 
/Lequerica  

   This allotment is rated marginal due to the greater than desirable canopy 
cover of sagebrush; however, there is favorable occurrence and height of 
large perennial grass and forbs in the understory adequate to provide 
nesting, security, and foraging cover for sage grouse. 
 
Casual Factor: Excessive sagebrush canopy cover.   

 Pasture 1 X X ND 

Breeding Habitat: Suitable 
 
Upland Summer Habitat: The habitat rated as marginal due to greater than 
desirable occurrence and height of the sagebrush and reduced availability 
of forbs; however, understory canopy cover of large perennial grasses and 
forbs are adequate to provide security and foraging cover. 

 Pasture 2 ND X ND 

Upland Summer Habitat: The habitat rated as marginal due to greater than 
desirable occurrence and height of the sagebrush and reduced availability 
of forbs; however, understory canopy cover of large perennial grasses and 
forbs are adequate to provide security and foraging cover. 

1Riparian Summer Habitat suitability rating also includes Late Brood-rearing habitat assessment information collected prior to 2010.   

  



Table G-3: Bighorn Sheep Risk-of-Contact Model results for full allotments and pastures, Summer Foray Values 

State 
Allotment 
Number Allotment Name 

Pasture 
Number Pasture Name 

Reynolds 
CHHR 

Federal 
Butte 

CHHR 

Castle/ 
Jack's 
Creek 
CHHR 

Owyhee 
River 

CHHR*   

Leslie 
Gulch 
CHHR 

Juniper 
Ridge 

CHHR 

Three 
Forks 

CHHR 

Round 
Mountain 

CHHR   
MAX 
Value 

ID 633 Bahem FFR 1 Bahem FFR 1 0.00% 0.26% 1.91% 0.00%   0.00% 0.97% 0.00% 0.00%   1.91% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 1 Seeding 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.03% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%   0.04% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 2 Native 0.09% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%   0.37% 0.70% 0.00% 0.00%   0.70% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 3 Ephemeral 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.04% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00%   0.05% 
ID 609 Berrett FFR 1 Berrett FFR 1 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 10.59% 0.52% 0.11%   10.59% 
ID 465 Blackbird Point 2 Blackbird Point 2 0.00% 0.25% 9.54% 0.00%   0.00% 0.18% 0.00% 0.00%   9.54% 
ID 509 Boulder 1 West 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%   0.00% 0.14% 0.00% 0.00%   0.14% 
ID 509 Boulder 2 East 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00%   0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00%   0.06% 
ID 526 Boulder Flat 1 Boulder Flat 1 0.00% 0.08% 0.26% 0.00%   0.00% 1.13% 0.00% 0.00%   1.13% 
ID 526 Boulder Flat 2 Boulder Flat 2 0.00% 0.12% 1.15% 0.00%   0.00% 0.80% 0.00% 0.00%   1.15% 
ID 572 Burgess 3 Big Field 0.07% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.20% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.20% 
ID 602 Corral FFR 2 Corral FFR 2 0.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.51% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.51% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 1 Cow Creek 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.10% 0.00% 0.00%   0.10% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 2 Cow Creek 2 0.12% 0.14% 0.00% 0.00%   0.16% 2.18% 0.00% 0.00%   2.18% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 3 Cow Creek 3 0.02% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   0.04% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00%   0.06% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 4 Cow Creek 4 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.01% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%   0.04% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 5 Cow Creek 5 0.03% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00%   0.05% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 1 Flint Creek 0.11% 1.55% 11.42% 0.00%   0.00% 0.58% 0.00% 0.00%   11.42% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 2 Snow Cabin 0.19% 3.64% 29.67% 0.00%   0.00% 0.11% 0.00% 0.00%   29.67% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 3 Burn Pasture 0.00% 0.08% 0.81% 0.00%   0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00%   0.81% 
ID 552 Glass Creek 1 Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.67% 0.00% 0.00%   0.67% 
ID 582 Goose Creek FFR 1 Goose Creek FFR 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.48% 0.00% 0.00%   0.48% 
ID 568 Graveyard Point 1 Graveyard Point 0.25% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   9.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   9.19% 
ID 554 Gusman 1 Gusman 1 0.00% 0.08% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 6.73% 0.00% 0.01%   6.73% 
ID 554 Gusman 6 Gusman 1a 0.02% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 4.81% 0.00% 0.01%   4.81% 
ID 531 Joint 3 Mountain 0.06% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.14% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   0.14% 
ID 531 Joint 4 Chubby 0.08% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   0.04% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   0.08% 
ID 463 Jordan Creek FFR 1 Jordan Creek FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.32% 0.00% 0.00%   0.32% 
ID 580 Louse Creek 5 Duck Creek 0.01% 0.14% 0.34% 0.00%   0.00% 2.23% 0.00% 0.00%   2.23% 
ID 580 Louse Creek 6 Buck Creek 0.00% 0.38% 2.39% 0.00%   0.00% 1.65% 0.00% 0.00%   2.39% 



State 
Allotment 
Number Allotment Name 

Pasture 
Number Pasture Name 

Reynolds 
CHHR 

Federal 
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ID 631 Lower Deer Creek 1 Lower Deer Creek 1 0.00% 0.12% 1.18% 0.00%   0.00% 1.15% 0.00% 0.00%   1.18% 
ID 631 Lower Deer Creek 2 Lower Deer Creek 2 0.00% 0.09% 1.33% 0.00%   0.00% 0.58% 0.00% 0.00%   1.33% 
ID 477 Lowry FFR 1 Lowry FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.17% 0.00% 0.00%   0.17% 
ID 557 Madariaga 2 Madariaga 2 0.04% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.29% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   0.29% 
ID 505 Morgan 1 Morgan 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 7.20% 0.09% 0.03%   7.20% 
ID 505 Morgan 2 Morgan 2 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 1.62% 0.02% 0.01%   1.62% 
ID 603 Poison Creek 1 Poison Creek 4.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   17.14% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   17.14% 
ID 565 Rockville 1 Rockville 1 0.22% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.64% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.64% 
ID 565 Rockville 2 Rockville 2 0.25% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.43% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.43% 
ID 565 Rockville 3 Rockville 3 0.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.33% 
ID 565 Rockville 4 Rockville 4 0.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.45% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.45% 
ID 565 Rockville 5 Rockville 5 3.48% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%   12.92% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   12.92% 
ID 565 Rockville 6 Rockville 6 0.16% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.85% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.85% 
ID 565 Rockville 7 Rockville 7 2.98% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   3.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   3.67% 
ID 521 Sands Basin 1 Sands Basin 1 0.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.58% 
ID 521 Sands Basin 2 Sands Basin 2 0.61% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   4.92% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   4.92% 
ID 652 Soda Creek 5 Soda Creek 1a 0.03% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   0.02% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%   0.03% 
ID 519 Strodes Basin 1 Strodes Basin 1 1.66% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   30.44% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   30.44% 
ID 519 Strodes Basin 5 Strodes Basin 5 0.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.78% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.78% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 1 Upper Deer Creek 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.06% 0.00%   0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   0.06% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 2 Upper Deer Creek 2 0.00% 0.02% 0.24% 0.00%   0.00% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00%   0.24% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 3 Upper Deer Creek 3 0.00% 0.01% 0.26% 0.00%   0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%   0.26% 
ID 659 Walt's Pond FFR 2 Walt's Pond FFR 2 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 6.44% 0.05% 0.03%   6.44% 
ID 574 West Antelope 2 West Antelope 2 0.00% 0.09% 11.55% 0.00%   0.00% 0.17% 0.00% 0.00%   11.55% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 1 Alkali 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   33.60% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   33.60% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 5 Antelope 1.71% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 7 FFR 0.15% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   36.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   36.27% 
OR 10411 Dry Creek 1 Cow Hollow Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.05% 
OR 10411 Dry Creek 2 Double Mountain 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.06% 
OR 10411 Dry Creek 3 South Freezeout 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 
OR 10411 Dry Creek 4 Hurley Spring 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 
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OR 10411 Dry Creek 5 Russell Ffr 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.12% 
OR 10411 Dry Creek 6 E Freezeout Cr Ffr 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   26.72% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   26.72% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 1 Hooker Creek North 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.23% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   0.23% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 2 Hooker Creek South 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.25% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%   0.25% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 3 Jordan Valley North 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.12% 0.11% 0.00% 0.00%   0.12% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 4 Jordan Valley South 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.09% 0.18% 0.00% 0.00%   0.18% 
OR 10407 Little Valley 1 North Vines Hill 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 
OR 10407 Little Valley 2 East Vines Hill 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 
OR 10407 Little Valley 3 South Vines Hill 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.01% 
OR 10407 Little Valley 4 Rabbit Farm 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.12% 
OR 10407 Little Valley 5 Little Valley Bc 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.05% 
OR 10407 Little Valley 7 Ffr 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 1 Grasshopper 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 2 Gin 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 3 Mahogany Mtn 0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 4 Stove 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 5 Shellrock South 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   3.11% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%   3.11% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 6 Shellrock North 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   8.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   8.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 7 Fish Creek 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   14.45% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   14.45% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 8 Tableland Annex 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   2.83% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00%   2.83% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 9 Schnable Creek Seeding North 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   2.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   2.83% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 10 FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.12% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 11 FFR 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   3.92% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   3.92% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 12 Clark Ffr 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   38.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   38.58% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 13 Carter Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.05% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 14 Shell Rock Bc Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.06% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 15 Mcconnel Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.01% 
OR 402 North Harper 1 Needham Well 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 
OR 402 North Harper 2 North Harper Seeding West 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 
OR 402 North Harper 3 North Harper Seeding East 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 
OR 402 North Harper 4 Johnson Gulch 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 
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OR 402 North Harper 5 West Canal 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.03% 
OR 402 North Harper 6 Boulevard Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 
OR 402 North Harper 7 East Cow Hollow 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 
OR 402 North Harper 8 Lincoln Bench 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 
OR 402 North Harper 9 West Page Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 
OR 402 North Harper 10 East Page Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 
OR 402 North Harper 11 Ffr 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 
OR 10403 Nyssa 1 North Mud Sdg 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.13% 
OR 10403 Nyssa 2 South Mud Sdg 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.39% 
OR 10403 Nyssa 3 Snively Gathering 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   33.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   33.32% 
OR 10403 Nyssa 3 North Rock Creek 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   33.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   33.32% 
OR 10403 Nyssa 4 Sagebrush 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   13.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   13.07% 
OR 10403 Nyssa 5 Ryefield Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   2.97% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   2.97% 
OR 10403 Nyssa 6 Grassy Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   8.43% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   8.43% 
OR 10403 Nyssa 7 Grassy Mtn 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 
OR 10403 Nyssa 8 Schweizer Ffr 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.15% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.15% 
OR 10403 Nyssa 14 South Rock Creek 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   86.57% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   86.57% 
OR 10403 Nyssa 14 South Rock Creek 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   86.57% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   86.57% 
OR 10403 Nyssa 26 Chalk Butte W 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.47% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.47% 
OR 10508 Rockville 6 Ion 2.21% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   24.70% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   24.70% 
OR 10404 Sourdough 1 Sand Hollow Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.43% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.43% 
OR 10404 Sourdough 2 West Sand Hollow Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.02% 
OR 10404 Sourdough 3 Double Mtn Sdg 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.85% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.85% 
OR 10404 Sourdough 4 Canyon 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   37.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   37.20% 
OR 10404 Sourdough 5 North Kane Springs 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   3.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   3.08% 
OR 10404 Sourdough 6 South Kane Springs 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   22.99% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   22.99% 
OR 10404 Sourdough 7 Freezout Lake 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   62.91% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   62.91% 
OR 10404 Sourdough 8 Bishop Ffr 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.04% 
OR 10404 Sourdough 9 Hoodoo State Ffr 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   19.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   19.04% 
OR 10404 Sourdough 10 Rye Field Ffr 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.75% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.75% 
OR 10404 Sourdough 12 W Freezeout Cr Ffr 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   15.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   15.19% 
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OR 10404 Sourdough 21 Poison Spring Ffr 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.40% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 6 Shalerock 1.37% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 7 Old Maid Seeding North 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.80% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 8 Sagehen Basin 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   3.91% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   3.91% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 9 Thomas Cr Ffr 0.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   12.64% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   12.64% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 10 Spring Basin Seeding South 1.06% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   14.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   14.38% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 12 Spring Mtn Seeding 0.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   2.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   2.18% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 13 Spring Mtn Native Range 2.44% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%   50.22% 0.14% 0.00% 0.00%   50.22% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 14 Sheaville 0.06% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.71% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.71% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 24 FFR 0.87% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   7.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   7.79% 
OR 10503 Three Fingers 10 FFR 5.39% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   100.00% 

    Herd Size 25 5 300 350  298 25 32 12   
    Sex Ratio 46:100 5:00 46:100 50:100  68:100 46:100 23:100 23:100   

 
* No domestic sheep allotments were within 35km of the Owyhee River CHHR and therefore not generate a risk value.    
 
 
Table G-4: Bighorn Sheep Risk-of-Contact model results full allotment and pasture, Winter Foray Values 
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ID 633 Bahem FFR 1 Bahem FFR 1 0.00% 0.33% 3.16% 0.00%  0.00% 1.36% 0.00% 0.00% 3.16% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 1 Seeding 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.05% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 2 Native 0.14% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00%  0.54% 0.97% 0.00% 0.00% 0.97% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 3 Ephemeral 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.07% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 
ID 609 Berrett FFR 1 Berrett FFR 1 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 14.86% 0.95% 0.37% 14.86% 
ID 465 Blackbird Point 2 Blackbird Point 2 0.00% 0.32% 13.13% 0.00%  0.00% 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 13.13% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 1 Alkali 0.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  46.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 46.48% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 5 Antelope 2.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  160.71% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 7 FFR 0.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  49.59% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 49.59% 
ID 509 Boulder 1 West 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  0.00% 0.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.20% 
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ID 509 Boulder 2 East 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00%  0.00% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09% 
ID 526 Boulder Flat 1 Boulder Flat 1 0.00% 0.10% 0.45% 0.00%  0.00% 1.64% 0.00% 0.00% 1.64% 
ID 526 Boulder Flat 2 Boulder Flat 2 0.00% 0.15% 1.79% 0.00%  0.00% 1.10% 0.00% 0.00% 1.79% 
ID 572 Burgess 3 Big Field 0.10% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.29% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.29% 
ID 602 Corral FFR 2 Corral FFR 2 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.70% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.70% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 1 Cow Creek 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.14% 0.00% 0.00% 0.14% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 2 Cow Creek 2 0.20% 0.18% 0.00% 0.00%  0.21% 3.14% 0.00% 0.00% 3.14% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 3 Cow Creek 3 0.03% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%  0.06% 0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.08% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 4 Cow Creek 4 0.02% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.01% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 5 Cow Creek 5 0.04% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 1 Hooker Creek North 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.32% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.32% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 2 Hooker Creek South 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.36% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.36% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 3 Jordan Valley North 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.20% 0.15% 0.00% 0.00% 0.20% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 4 Jordan Valley South 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.14% 0.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.26% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 1 Flint Creek 0.21% 1.96% 16.25% 0.00%  0.00% 0.92% 0.00% 0.00% 16.25% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 2 Snow Cabin 0.32% 4.60% 42.04% 0.00%  0.00% 0.19% 0.00% 0.00% 42.04% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 3 Burn Pasture 0.00% 0.10% 1.15% 0.00%  0.00% 0.10% 0.00% 0.00% 1.15% 
ID 552 Glass Creek 1 Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.92% 0.00% 0.01% 0.92% 
ID 582 Goose Creek FFR 1 Goose Creek FFR 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.68% 0.00% 0.00% 0.68% 
ID 568 Graveyard Point 1 Graveyard Point 0.36% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  12.35% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 12.35% 
ID 554 Gusman 1 Gusman 1 0.00% 0.10% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 9.37% 0.00% 0.03% 9.37% 
ID 554 Gusman 6 Gusman 1a 0.02% 0.12% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 6.76% 0.00% 0.01% 6.76% 
ID 531 Joint 3 Mountain 0.09% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  0.22% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.22% 
ID 531 Joint 4 Chubby 0.11% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%  0.06% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.11% 
ID 463 Jordan Creek FFR 1 Jordan Creek FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.43% 0.00% 0.00% 0.43% 
ID 580 Louse Creek 5 Duck Creek 0.01% 0.18% 0.52% 0.00%  0.00% 3.20% 0.00% 0.00% 3.20% 
ID 580 Louse Creek 6 Buck Creek 0.01% 0.48% 4.26% 0.00%  0.00% 2.28% 0.00% 0.00% 4.26% 
ID 631 Lower Deer Creek 1 Lower Deer Creek 1 0.00% 0.15% 2.02% 0.00%  0.00% 1.58% 0.00% 0.00% 2.02% 
ID 631 Lower Deer Creek 2 Lower Deer Creek 2 0.00% 0.12% 2.06% 0.00%  0.00% 0.80% 0.00% 0.00% 2.06% 
ID 477 Lowry FFR 1 Lowry FFR 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.24% 0.00% 0.00% 0.24% 
ID 557 Madariaga 2 Madariaga 2 0.06% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.42% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.42% 
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OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 1 Grasshopper 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 2 Gin 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 3 Mahogany Mtn 0.15% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 4 Stove 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 5 Shellrock South 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  4.20% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 4.20% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 6 Shellrock North 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  11.22% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 11.22% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 7 Fish Creek 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  20.26% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 20.26% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 8 Tableland Annex 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  3.92% 0.10% 0.00% 0.00% 3.92% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 9 Schnable Creek Seeding North 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  3.95% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.95% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 10 FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.49% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 1.49% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 11 FFR 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  5.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.50% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 12 Clark Ffr 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  59.54% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 59.54% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 13 Carter Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 14 Shell Rock Bc Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.08% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 15 Mcconnel Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 
ID 505 Morgan 1 Morgan 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 9.89% 0.19% 0.09% 9.89% 
ID 505 Morgan 2 Morgan 2 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 2.25% 0.03% 0.02% 2.25% 
ID 603 Poison Creek 1 Poison Creek 5.90% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  23.54% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 23.54% 
ID 565 Rockville 1 Rockville 1 0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  2.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.27% 
ID 565 Rockville 2 Rockville 2 0.35% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.98% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.98% 
ID 565 Rockville 3 Rockville 3 0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.85% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.85% 
ID 565 Rockville 4 Rockville 4 0.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.99% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.99% 
ID 565 Rockville 5 Rockville 5 4.86% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%  17.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 17.31% 
ID 565 Rockville 6 Rockville 6 0.22% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.17% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.17% 
ID 565 Rockville 7 Rockville 7 3.13% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  33.76% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.76% 
OR 10508 Rockville 6 Ion 4.21% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  5.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.05% 
ID 521 Sands Basin 1 Sands Basin 1 0.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.78% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.78% 
ID 521 Sands Basin 2 Sands Basin 2 0.87% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  6.61% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.61% 
ID 652 Soda Creek 5 Soda Creek 1a 0.04% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%  0.03% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 6 Shalerock 1.91% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 7 Old Maid Seeding North 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.07% 
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OR 10504 Spring Mountain 8 Sagehen Basin 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  5.42% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.42% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 9 Thomas Cr Ffr 0.52% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  17.39% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 17.39% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 10 Spring Basin Seeding South 1.52% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  19.66% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 19.66% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 12 Spring Mtn Seeding 0.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  3.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.00% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 13 Spring Mtn Native Range 3.46% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00%  68.27% 0.25% 0.00% 0.00% 68.27% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 14 Sheaville 0.08% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.96% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.96% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 24 FFR 1.26% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  10.77% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 10.77% 
ID 519 Strodes Basin 1 Strodes Basin 1 2.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  40.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 40.80% 
ID 519 Strodes Basin 5 Strodes Basin 5 0.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  2.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.39% 
OR 10503 Three Fingers 10 FFR 7.68% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 1 Upper Deer Creek 1 0.00% 0.01% 0.09% 0.00%  0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 2 Upper Deer Creek 2 0.00% 0.02% 0.36% 0.00%  0.00% 0.10% 0.00% 0.00% 0.36% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 3 Upper Deer Creek 3 0.00% 0.01% 0.37% 0.00%  0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.37% 
ID 659 Walt's Pond FFR 2 Walt's Pond FFR 2 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 8.97% 0.12% 0.09% 8.97% 
ID 574 West Antelope 2 West Antelope 2 0.00% 0.12% 16.64% 0.00%  0.00% 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 16.64% 
    Herd Size 25 5 300 350  298 25 32 12  
    Sex Ratio 46:100 5:00 46:100 50:100  68:100 46:100 23:100 23:100  

 
Table G-5: Bighorn Sheep Risk-of-Contact model results for trailing corridors, Summer Foray Values 
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ID 633 Bahem FFR 1 Bahem FFR 1 0.00% 0.14% 1.13% 0.00%  0.00% 0.49% 0.00% 0.00% 1.13% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 1 Seeding 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.05% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 2 Native 0.13% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00%  0.48% 0.87% 0.00% 0.00% 0.87% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 3 Ephemeral 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.04% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 
ID 609 Berrett FFR 1 Berrett FFR 1 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 1.64% 0.03% 0.00% 1.64% 
ID 465 Blackbird Point 2 Blackbird Point 2 0.00% 0.02% 1.04% 0.00%  0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 1.04% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 1 Alkali 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  10.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 10.00% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 5 Antelope 0.15% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  21.77% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 21.77% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 7 FFR 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.72% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.72% 
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ID 509 Boulder 1 West 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 
ID 509 Boulder 2 East 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00%  0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 
ID 526 Boulder Flat 1 Boulder Flat 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00%  0.00% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09% 
ID 526 Boulder Flat 2 Boulder Flat 2 0.00% 0.03% 0.69% 0.00%  0.00% 0.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.69% 
ID 572 Burgess 3 Big Field 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.10% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 
ID 602 Corral FFR 2 Corral FFR 2 0.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.68% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.68% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 1 Cow Creek 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 2 Cow Creek 2 0.03% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.14% 0.42% 0.00% 0.00% 0.42% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 3 Cow Creek 3 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.02% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 4 Cow Creek 4 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.01% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 5 Cow Creek 5 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 1 Hooker Creek North 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.22% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.22% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 2 Hooker Creek South 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.11% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.11% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 3 Jordan Valley North 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.09% 0.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.12% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 4 Jordan Valley South 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.02% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 1 Flint Creek 0.00% 0.01% 0.07% 0.00%  0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 2 Snow Cabin 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 3 Burn Pasture 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 0.00%  0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 
ID 552 Glass Creek 1 Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.33% 
ID 582 Goose Creek FFR 1 Goose Creek FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 568 Graveyard Point 1 Graveyard Point 0.16% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  5.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.18% 
ID 554 Gusman 1 Gusman 1 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 1.92% 0.00% 0.00% 1.92% 
ID 554 Gusman 6 Gusman 1a 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.76% 0.00% 0.00% 0.76% 
ID 531 Joint 3 Mountain 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.05% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 531 Joint 4 Chubby 0.02% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 
ID 463 Jordan Creek FFR 1 Jordan Creek FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09% 
ID 580 Louse Creek 5 Duck Creek 0.00% 0.09% 0.12% 0.00%  0.00% 1.49% 0.00% 0.00% 1.49% 
ID 580 Louse Creek 6 Buck Creek 0.00% 0.05% 0.26% 0.00%  0.00% 0.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.27% 
ID 631 Lower Deer Creek 1 Lower Deer Creek 1 0.00% 0.03% 0.26% 0.00%  0.00% 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.29% 
ID 631 Lower Deer Creek 2 Lower Deer Creek 2 0.00% 0.05% 0.59% 0.00%  0.00% 0.45% 0.00% 0.00% 0.59% 
ID 477 Lowry FFR 1 Lowry FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 
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ID 557 Madariaga 2 Madariaga 2 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.08% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.08% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 1 Grasshopper 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 2 Gin 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 3 Mahogany Mtn 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 4 Stove 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 5 Shellrock South 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 6 Shellrock North 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 7 Fish Creek 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 8 Tableland Annex 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 9 Schnable Creek Seeding North 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 10 FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 11 FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 12 Clark Ffr 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 13 Carter Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 14 Shell Rock Bc Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 15 Mcconnel Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
ID 505 Morgan 1 Morgan 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.25% 0.00% 0.00% 0.25% 
ID 505 Morgan 2 Morgan 2 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 1.03% 0.01% 0.00% 1.03% 
ID 603 Poison Creek 1 Poison Creek 0.37% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  2.41% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.41% 
ID 565 Rockville 1 Rockville 1 0.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.90% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.90% 
ID 565 Rockville 2 Rockville 2 0.16% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.98% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.98% 
ID 565 Rockville 3 Rockville 3 0.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.64% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.64% 
ID 565 Rockville 4 Rockville 4 0.21% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.55% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.55% 
ID 565 Rockville 5 Rockville 5 2.84% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  7.94% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 7.94% 
ID 565 Rockville 6 Rockville 6 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.31% 
ID 565 Rockville 7 Rockville 7 0.10% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.62% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.62% 
OR 10508 Rockville 6 Ion 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.58% 
ID 521 Sands Basin 1 Sands Basin 1 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06% 
ID 521 Sands Basin 2 Sands Basin 2 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.81% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.81% 
ID 652 Soda Creek 5 Soda Creek 1a 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 6 Shalerock 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  2.45% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.45% 
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OR 10504 Spring Mountain 7 Old Maid Seeding North 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.50% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 8 Sagehen Basin 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.96% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.96% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 9 Thomas Cr FFR 0.25% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  7.40% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 7.40% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 10 Spring Basin Seeding South 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.67% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 12 Spring Mtn Seeding 0.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.16% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.16% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 13 Spring Mtn Native Range 0.39% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  7.64% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 7.64% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 14 Sheaville 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.12% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 24 FFR 0.38% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  6.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.05% 
ID 519 Strodes Basin 1 Strodes Basin 1 0.56% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  5.76% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.76% 
ID 519 Strodes Basin 5 Strodes Basin 5 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.99% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.99% 
OR 10503 Three Fingers 10 FFR 0.67% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  9.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 9.38% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 1 Upper Deer Creek 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 2 Upper Deer Creek 2 0.00% 0.02% 0.19% 0.00%  0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.19% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 3 Upper Deer Creek 3 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00%  0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 659 Walt's Pond FFR 2 Walt's Pond FFR 2 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 1.32% 0.01% 0.00% 1.32% 
ID 574 West Antelope 2 West Antelope 2 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
    Herd Size 25 5 300 350  298 25 32 12  
    Sex Ratio 46:100 5:00 46:100 50:100  68:100 46:100 23:100 23:100  

 
 
 

Table G-6: Bighorn Sheep Risk-of-Contact model results trailing corridors, Winter Foray Values 
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ID 633 Bahem FFR 1 Bahem FFR 1 0.00% 0.14% 1.13% 0.00%   0.00% 0.49% 0.00% 0.00% 1.13% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 1 Seeding 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.05% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 2 Native 0.13% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00%   0.48% 0.87% 0.00% 0.00% 0.87% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 3 Ephemeral 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.04% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 
ID 609 Berrett FFR 1 Berrett FFR 1 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 1.64% 0.03% 0.00% 1.64% 
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ID 465 Blackbird Point 2 Blackbird Point 2 0.00% 0.02% 1.04% 0.00%   0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 1.04% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 1 Alkali 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   10.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 10.00% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 5 Antelope 0.15% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   21.77% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 21.77% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 7 FFR 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.72% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.72% 
ID 509 Boulder 1 West 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 
ID 509 Boulder 2 East 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00%   0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 
ID 526 Boulder Flat 1 Boulder Flat 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00%   0.00% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09% 
ID 526 Boulder Flat 2 Boulder Flat 2 0.00% 0.03% 0.69% 0.00%   0.00% 0.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.69% 
ID 572 Burgess 3 Big Field 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.10% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 
ID 602 Corral FFR 2 Corral FFR 2 0.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.68% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.68% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 1 Cow Creek 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 2 Cow Creek 2 0.03% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.14% 0.42% 0.00% 0.00% 0.42% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 3 Cow Creek 3 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.02% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 4 Cow Creek 4 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.01% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 5 Cow Creek 5 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 1 Hooker Creek North 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.22% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.22% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 2 Hooker Creek South 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.11% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.11% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 3 Jordan Valley North 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.09% 0.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.12% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 4 Jordan Valley South 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.02% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 1 Flint Creek 0.00% 0.01% 0.10% 0.00%   0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 2 Snow Cabin 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 3 Burn Pasture 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00%   0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 552 Glass Creek 1 Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.45% 0.00% 0.00% 0.45% 
ID 582 Goose Creek FFR 1 Goose Creek FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 
ID 568 Graveyard Point 1 Graveyard Point 0.24% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   6.96% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.96% 
ID 554 Gusman 1 Gusman 1 0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 2.69% 0.00% 0.00% 2.69% 
ID 554 Gusman 6 Gusman 1a 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 1.06% 0.00% 0.00% 1.06% 
ID 531 Joint 3 Mountain 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.07% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 
ID 531 Joint 4 Chubby 0.02% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.02% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 
ID 463 Jordan Creek FFR 1 Jordan Creek FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.12% 
ID 580 Louse Creek 5 Duck Creek 0.00% 0.11% 0.16% 0.00%   0.00% 2.15% 0.00% 0.00% 2.15% 
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ID 580 Louse Creek 6 Buck Creek 0.00% 0.06% 0.47% 0.00%   0.00% 0.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.47% 
ID 631 Lower Deer Creek 1 Lower Deer Creek 1 0.00% 0.04% 0.42% 0.00%   0.00% 0.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.42% 
ID 631 Lower Deer Creek 2 Lower Deer Creek 2 0.00% 0.06% 0.91% 0.00%   0.00% 0.63% 0.00% 0.00% 0.91% 
ID 477 Lowry FFR 1 Lowry FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 
ID 557 Madariaga 2 Madariaga 2 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.11% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.11% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 1 Grasshopper 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 2 Gin 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 3 Mahogany Mtn 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 4 Stove 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 5 Shellrock South 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 6 Shellrock North 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 7 Fish Creek 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 8 Tableland Annex 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 9 Schnable Creek Seeding North 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 10 FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 11 FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 12 Clark Ffr 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 13 Carter Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 14 Shell Rock Bc Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 15 Mcconnel Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
ID 505 Morgan 1 Morgan 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 0.35% 0.00% 0.00% 0.35% 
ID 505 Morgan 2 Morgan 2 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 1.44% 0.02% 0.01% 1.44% 
ID 603 Poison Creek 1 Poison Creek 0.53% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   3.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.27% 
ID 565 Rockville 1 Rockville 1 0.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.24% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.24% 
ID 565 Rockville 2 Rockville 2 0.22% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.37% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.37% 
ID 565 Rockville 3 Rockville 3 0.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.89% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.89% 
ID 565 Rockville 4 Rockville 4 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.74% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.74% 
ID 565 Rockville 5 Rockville 5 3.92% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   10.65% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 10.65% 
ID 565 Rockville 6 Rockville 6 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.43% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.43% 
ID 565 Rockville 7 Rockville 7 0.14% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.83% 
OR 10508 Rockville 6 Ion 0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.80% 
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ID 521 Sands Basin 1 Sands Basin 1 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.08% 
ID 521 Sands Basin 2 Sands Basin 2 0.10% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.08% 
ID 652 Soda Creek 5 Soda Creek 1a 0.02% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   0.02% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 6 Shalerock 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   3.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.28% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 7 Old Maid Seeding North 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.67% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 8 Sagehen Basin 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.32% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 9 Thomas Cr Ffr 0.35% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   10.18% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 10.18% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 10 Spring Basin Seeding South 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.90% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.90% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 12 Spring Mtn Seeding 0.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.59% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.59% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 13 Spring Mtn Native Range 0.56% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   10.62% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 10.62% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 14 Sheaville 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   0.17% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.17% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 24 FFR 0.55% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   8.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 8.40% 
ID 519 Strodes Basin 1 Strodes Basin 1 0.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   7.74% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 7.74% 
ID 519 Strodes Basin 5 Strodes Basin 5 0.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%   1.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.32% 
OR 10503 Three Fingers 10 FFR 0.95% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%   13.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 13.29% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 1 Upper Deer Creek 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 2 Upper Deer Creek 2 0.00% 0.02% 0.28% 0.00%   0.00% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.28% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 3 Upper Deer Creek 3 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 0.00%   0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 
ID 659 Walt's Pond FFR 2 Walt's Pond FFR 2 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%   0.00% 1.85% 0.02% 0.00% 1.85% 
ID 574 West Antelope 2 West Antelope 2 0.00% 0.00% 0.08% 0.00%   0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.08% 
    Herd Size 25 5 300 350  298 25 32 12  
    Sex Ratio 46:100 5:00 46:100 50:100  68:100 46:100 23:100 23:100  

 
Table G-7: Bighorn Sheep target population Risk-of-Contact model results for full allotment and pasture, Summer Foray Values 
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ID 633 Bahem FFR 1 Bahem FFR 1 0.00% 0.52% 2.80% 0.00%  0.00% 1.05% 0.00% 0.00% 2.80% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 1 Seeding 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.08% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.08% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 2 Native 0.14% 0.08% 0.00% 0.00%  0.83% 0.75% 0.00% 0.00% 0.83% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 3 Ephemeral 0.02% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.10% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 
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ID 609 Berrett FFR 1 Berrett FFR 1 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 11.44% 3.30% 0.92% 11.44% 
ID 465 Blackbird Point 2 Blackbird Point 2 0.00% 0.50% 13.99% 0.00%  0.00% 0.19% 0.00% 0.00% 13.99% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 1 Alkali 0.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  75.55% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 75.55% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 5 Antelope 2.73% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 7 FFR 0.24% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  81.55% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 81.55% 
ID 509 Boulder 1 West 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  0.00% 0.15% 0.01% 0.00% 0.15% 
ID 509 Boulder 2 East 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00%  0.00% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 
ID 526 Boulder Flat 1 Boulder Flat 1 0.00% 0.16% 0.38% 0.00%  0.00% 1.22% 0.00% 0.00% 1.22% 
ID 526 Boulder Flat 2 Boulder Flat 2 0.00% 0.24% 1.69% 0.00%  0.00% 0.86% 0.00% 0.00% 1.69% 
ID 572 Burgess 3 Big Field 0.12% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.46% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.46% 
ID 602 Corral FFR 2 Corral FFR 2 0.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.15% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.15% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 1 Cow Creek 1 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.11% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 2 Cow Creek 2 0.18% 0.28% 0.00% 0.00%  0.36% 2.35% 0.00% 0.00% 2.35% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 3 Cow Creek 3 0.04% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%  0.08% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.08% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 4 Cow Creek 4 0.02% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  0.02% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 5 Cow Creek 5 0.05% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 1 Hooker Creek North 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.51% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.51% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 2 Hooker Creek South 0.03% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.55% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.55% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 3 Jordan Valley North 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.27% 0.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.27% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 4 Jordan Valley South 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.20% 0.20% 0.00% 0.01% 0.20% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 1 Flint Creek 0.18% 3.11% 16.75% 0.00%  0.00% 0.63% 0.00% 0.00% 16.75% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 2 Snow Cabin 0.30% 7.28% 43.52% 0.00%  0.00% 0.12% 0.00% 0.00% 43.52% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 3 Burn Pasture 0.00% 0.15% 1.19% 0.00%  0.00% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 1.19% 
ID 552 Glass Creek 1 Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.72% 0.01% 0.02% 0.72% 
ID 582 Goose Creek FFR 1 Goose Creek FFR 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.52% 0.00% 0.00% 0.52% 
ID 568 Graveyard Point 1 Graveyard Point 0.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  20.65% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 20.65% 
ID 554 Gusman 1 Gusman 1 0.00% 0.15% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 7.27% 0.00% 0.11% 7.27% 
ID 554 Gusman 6 Gusman 1a 0.02% 0.19% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 5.20% 0.00% 0.05% 5.20% 
ID 531 Joint 3 Mountain 0.10% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  0.31% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.31% 
ID 531 Joint 4 Chubby 0.12% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%  0.09% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.12% 
ID 463 Jordan Creek FFR 1 Jordan Creek FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.34% 0.00% 0.01% 0.34% 



State 
Allotment 
Number Allotment Name 

Pasture 
Number Pasture Name 

Reynolds 
CHHR 

Federal 
Butte 

CHHR 

Castle/ 
Jack's 
Creek 
CHHR 

Owyhee 
River 

CHHR*   

Leslie 
Gulch 
CHHR 

Juniper 
Ridge 

CHHR 

Three 
Forks 

CHHR 

Round 
Mountain 

CHHR 
Max 

Value 
ID 580 Louse Creek 5 Duck Creek 0.01% 0.28% 0.50% 0.00%  0.00% 2.40% 0.00% 0.00% 2.40% 
ID 580 Louse Creek 6 Buck Creek 0.01% 0.76% 3.50% 0.00%  0.00% 1.79% 0.00% 0.00% 3.50% 
ID 631 Lower Deer Creek 1 Lower Deer Creek 1 0.00% 0.23% 1.73% 0.00%  0.00% 1.24% 0.00% 0.00% 1.73% 
ID 631 Lower Deer Creek 2 Lower Deer Creek 2 0.00% 0.19% 1.95% 0.00%  0.00% 0.62% 0.00% 0.00% 1.95% 
ID 477 Lowry FFR 1 Lowry FFR 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.18% 
ID 557 Madariaga 2 Madariaga 2 0.07% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.65% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.65% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 1 Grasshopper 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 2 Gin 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 3 Mahogany Mtn 0.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 4 Stove 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 12 Clark Ffr 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  86.75% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 86.75% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 7 Fish Creek 0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  32.48% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 32.48% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 6 Shellrock North 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  17.98% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 17.98% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 11 FFR 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  8.81% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 8.81% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 5 Shellrock South 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  6.99% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 6.99% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 9 Schnable Creek Seeding North 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  6.37% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.37% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 8 Tableland Annex 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  6.36% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 6.36% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 10 FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  2.51% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 2.51% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 14 Shell Rock Bc Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.13% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 13 Carter Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.10% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 15 Mcconnel Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 
ID 505 Morgan 1 Morgan 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 7.78% 0.57% 0.21% 7.78% 
ID 505 Morgan 2 Morgan 2 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 1.75% 0.10% 0.05% 1.75% 
ID 603 Poison Creek 1 Poison Creek 6.57% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  38.53% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 38.53% 
OR 10508 Rockville 6 Ion 3.54% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  55.53% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 55.53% 
ID 565 Rockville 5 Rockville 5 5.57% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00%  29.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 29.04% 
ID 565 Rockville 7 Rockville 7 4.77% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  8.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 8.26% 
ID 565 Rockville 1 Rockville 1 0.36% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  3.69% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.69% 
ID 565 Rockville 4 Rockville 4 0.44% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  3.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.27% 
ID 565 Rockville 2 Rockville 2 0.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  3.21% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.21% 
ID 565 Rockville 3 Rockville 3 0.36% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  3.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.00% 



State 
Allotment 
Number Allotment Name 

Pasture 
Number Pasture Name 

Reynolds 
CHHR 

Federal 
Butte 

CHHR 

Castle/ 
Jack's 
Creek 
CHHR 

Owyhee 
River 

CHHR*   

Leslie 
Gulch 
CHHR 

Juniper 
Ridge 

CHHR 

Three 
Forks 

CHHR 

Round 
Mountain 

CHHR 
Max 

Value 
ID 565 Rockville 6 Rockville 6 0.25% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.92% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.92% 
ID 521 Sands Basin 2 Sands Basin 2 0.98% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  11.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 11.06% 
ID 521 Sands Basin 1 Sands Basin 1 0.37% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.30% 
ID 652 Soda Creek 5 Soda Creek 1a 0.04% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%  0.06% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 6 Shalerock 2.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 13 Spring Mtn Native Range 3.90% 0.08% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.15% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 10 Spring Basin Seeding South 1.69% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  32.34% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 32.34% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 9 Thomas Cr Ffr 0.60% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  28.42% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 28.42% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 24 FFR 1.40% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%  17.51% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 17.51% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 8 Sagehen Basin 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  8.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 8.79% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 12 Spring Mtn Seeding 0.30% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  4.90% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 4.90% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 7 Old Maid Seeding North 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.80% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 14 Sheaville 0.09% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  1.61% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.61% 
ID 519 Strodes Basin 1 Strodes Basin 1 2.66% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  68.45% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 68.45% 
ID 519 Strodes Basin 5 Strodes Basin 5 0.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  4.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 4.01% 
OR 10503 Three Fingers 10 FFR 8.62% 0.08% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 3 Upper Deer Creek 3 0.00% 0.02% 0.38% 0.00%  0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.38% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 2 Upper Deer Creek 2 0.00% 0.03% 0.35% 0.00%  0.00% 0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.35% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 1 Upper Deer Creek 1 0.00% 0.01% 0.08% 0.00%  0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.08% 
ID 659 Walt's Pond FFR 2 Walt's Pond FFR 2 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 6.95% 0.35% 0.22% 6.95% 
ID 574 West Antelope 2 West Antelope 2 0.00% 0.19% 16.94% 0.00%  0.00% 0.18% 0.00% 0.00% 16.94% 

    Herd Size 40 10 440 450  670 27 203 96  
    Sex Ratio 46:100 5:00 46:100 50:100  68:100 46:100 23:100 23:100  

 
Table G-8: Bighorn Sheep Risk-of-Contact model results for target population sizes, Summer Foray Values, Trailing Route 

State 
Allotment 
Number Allotment Name 

Pasture 
Number Pasture Name 

Reynolds 
CHHR 

Federal 
Butte 

CHHR 

Castle/ 
Jack's 
Creek 
CHHR 

Owyhee 
River 

CHHR*   

Leslie 
Gulch 
CHHR 

Juniper 
Ridge 

CHHR 

Three 
Forks 

CHHR 

Round 
Mountain 

CHHR 
Max 

Value 
ID 633 Bahem FFR 1 Bahem FFR 1 0.00% 0.22% 1.02% 0.00%  0.00% 0.38% 0.00% 0.00% 1.02% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 1 Seeding 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.07% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 2 Native 0.14% 0.08% 0.00% 0.00%  0.75% 0.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.75% 



State 
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Number Allotment Name 

Pasture 
Number Pasture Name 

Reynolds 
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Jack's 
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Owyhee 
River 

CHHR*   

Leslie 
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Juniper 
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Mountain 

CHHR 
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Value 
ID 530 Baxter Basin 3 Ephemeral 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.05% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 609 Berrett FFR 1 Berrett FFR 1 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 1.26% 0.08% 0.03% 1.26% 
ID 465 Blackbird Point 2 Blackbird Point 2 0.00% 0.04% 1.10% 0.00%  0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 1.10% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 1 Alkali 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  16.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 16.18% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 5 Antelope 0.16% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  35.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 35.23% 
OR 10507 Board Corrals 7 FFR 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  2.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.79% 
ID 509 Boulder 1 West 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 
ID 509 Boulder 2 East 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 
ID 526 Boulder Flat 1 Boulder Flat 1 0.00% 0.01% 0.04% 0.00%  0.00% 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 
ID 526 Boulder Flat 2 Boulder Flat 2 0.00% 0.05% 0.60% 0.00%  0.00% 0.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.60% 
ID 572 Burgess 3 Big Field 0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.17% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.17% 
ID 602 Corral FFR 2 Corral FFR 2 0.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.13% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 1 Cow Creek 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 2 Cow Creek 2 0.03% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  0.24% 0.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.32% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 3 Cow Creek 3 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.04% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 4 Cow Creek 4 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.01% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 
ID 562 Cow Creek Individual 5 Cow Creek 5 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 1 Hooker Creek North 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.37% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.37% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 2 Hooker Creek South 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.17% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.17% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 3 Jordan Valley North 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.12% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.12% 
OR 10903 East Cow Creek 4 Jordan Valley South 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.03% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 1 Flint Creek 0.00% 0.02% 0.10% 0.00%  0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 2 Snow Cabin 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
ID 503 Flint Creek 3 Burn Pasture 0.00% 0.01% 0.05% 0.00%  0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 552 Glass Creek 1 Seeding 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.36% 0.00% 0.01% 0.36% 
ID 582 Goose Creek FFR 1 Goose Creek FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 
ID 568 Graveyard Point 1 Graveyard Point 0.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  11.64% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 11.64% 
ID 554 Gusman 1 Gusman 1 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 2.07% 0.00% 0.01% 2.07% 
ID 554 Gusman 6 Gusman 1a 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.82% 0.00% 0.01% 0.82% 
ID 531 Joint 3 Mountain 0.06% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.11% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.11% 
ID 531 Joint 4 Chubby 0.02% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  0.03% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 
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ID 463 Jordan Creek FFR 1 Jordan Creek FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09% 
ID 580 Louse Creek 5 Duck Creek 0.00% 0.18% 0.17% 0.00%  0.00% 1.61% 0.00% 0.00% 1.61% 
ID 580 Louse Creek 6 Buck Creek 0.00% 0.10% 0.39% 0.00%  0.00% 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.39% 
ID 631 Lower Deer Creek 1 Lower Deer Creek 1 0.00% 0.06% 0.38% 0.00%  0.00% 0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.38% 
ID 631 Lower Deer Creek 2 Lower Deer Creek 2 0.00% 0.10% 0.86% 0.00%  0.00% 0.49% 0.00% 0.00% 0.86% 
ID 477 Lowry FFR 1 Lowry FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 
ID 557 Madariaga 2 Madariaga 2 0.03% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.17% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.17% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 1 Grasshopper 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 2 Gin 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 3 Mahogany Mtn 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 4 Stove 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 5 Shellrock South 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 6 Shellrock North 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 7 Fish Creek 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 8 Tableland Annex 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 9 Schnable Creek Seeding North 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 10 FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 11 FFR 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 12 Clark Ffr 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 13 Carter Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 14 Shell Rock Bc Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
OR 10509 Mahogany Mountain 15 Mcconnel Res Excl 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
ID 505 Morgan 1 Morgan 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 0.27% 0.01% 0.01% 0.27% 
ID 505 Morgan 2 Morgan 2 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 1.11% 0.06% 0.02% 1.11% 
ID 603 Poison Creek 1 Poison Creek 0.59% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  5.42% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.42% 
ID 565 Rockville 1 Rockville 1 0.21% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  2.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.02% 
ID 565 Rockville 2 Rockville 2 0.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  2.21% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.21% 
ID 565 Rockville 3 Rockville 3 0.21% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.44% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.44% 
ID 565 Rockville 4 Rockville 4 0.34% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.23% 
ID 565 Rockville 5 Rockville 5 4.55% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00%  17.86% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 17.86% 
ID 565 Rockville 6 Rockville 6 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.71% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.71% 
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ID 565 Rockville 7 Rockville 7 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.31% 
OR 10508 Rockville 6 Ion 0.16% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.39% 
ID 521 Sands Basin 1 Sands Basin 1 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.13% 
ID 521 Sands Basin 2 Sands Basin 2 0.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.82% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.82% 
ID 652 Soda Creek 5 Soda Creek 1a 0.02% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  0.03% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 6 Shalerock 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  5.51% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.51% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 7 Old Maid Seeding North 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.13% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 8 Sagehen Basin 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  2.17% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.17% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 9 Thomas Cr Ffr 0.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  16.65% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 16.65% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 10 Spring Basin Seeding South 0.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.50% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 12 Spring Mtn Seeding 0.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  2.60% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.60% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 13 Spring Mtn Native Range 0.62% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  17.19% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 17.19% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 14 Sheaville 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.28% 
OR 10504 Spring Mountain 24 FFR 0.61% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  13.60% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 13.60% 
ID 519 Strodes Basin 1 Strodes Basin 1 0.90% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  12.95% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 12.95% 
ID 519 Strodes Basin 5 Strodes Basin 5 0.14% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  2.22% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.22% 
OR 10503 Three Fingers 10 FFR 1.08% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00%  21.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 21.08% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 1 Upper Deer Creek 1 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 2 Upper Deer Creek 2 0.00% 0.04% 0.28% 0.00%  0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.28% 
ID 630 Upper Deer Creek 3 Upper Deer Creek 3 0.00% 0.01% 0.07% 0.00%  0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 
ID 659 Walt's Pond FFR 2 Walt's Pond FFR 2 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 1.43% 0.08% 0.02% 1.43% 
ID 574 West Antelope 2 West Antelope 2 0.00% 0.00% 0.08% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.08% 

    Herd Size 40 10 440 450  670 27 203 96  
    Sex Ratio 46:100 5:00 46:100 50:100  68:100 46:100 23:100 23:100  

 



Separation Response Plan for Addressing Potential and Actual
Contact between Bighorn Sheep and Domestic Sheep and Goats on

the Flint Creek, Rockville, Poison Creek, Upper Deer Creek and Lower
Deer Creek Allotments

Plan Developed Cooperatively by the Owyhee Field Office
Bureau of Land Management and grazing permittee: Poison

Creek Grazing Association LLC

The potential for interaction between bighorn sheep and domestic sheep and goats in the Flint
Creek (#00503), Rockville (#00565), Poison Creek (#00603), Upper Deer Creek (#00630), and
Lower Deer Creek (#00631) allotments has prompted the cooperating entities to develop a
protocol that ensures a timely and appropriate response when contact between bighorn sheep
(BHS) and domestic sheep (DS) is likely to occur or has occurred (see Attachment 1 for a
summary of permitted sheep use by allotment).

When BHS and DS are observed concurrently on or near (within 1 mile) the allotments or
contact may have occurred between the species, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the
permittee will be notified immediately. An appropriate and immediate action will be taken as
identified in the Best Management Practices for Separation Between Domestic Sheep and
Bighorn Sheep developed by Tim Mackenzie and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game;
August 2009.

1) The party making the observation will immediately notify BLM. After learning of
the observation BLM will contact all other parties. In the event that the party
making the observation cannot reach the BLM representatives below, the observing
party will contact other members of this agreement and inform them of the event
(within 24 hours).

2) The BLM will:

a. Work with the permittee to take actions to ensure or re-establish separation of the
BHS and DS. The BLM will work with IDFG to assist them in defining
appropriate responses if contact has occurred.

3) The permittee will:

a. Alter trailing routes or use areas to avoid contact between BHS and DS as
authorized in advance by the BLM.

b. The permittee will make every reasonable effort to capture stray or lost DS as
quickly as possible. Lost or stray DS not quickly recovered will be reported to
the BLM. Lost or stray DS sighted by BLM will be reported to the permittee
immediately (within 24 hours).
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Signatures:
!---/ •

Permittee

f Land Management

c. Prevent turnout of sick or diseased DS on grazing allotments or trailing routes.
Sick or diseased animals observed on the range should be reported to BLM
personnel as soon as possible; after that initial notification, inter-agency
coordination should promptly occur.

d. To the extent practicable, use pregnant domestic ewes or ewe-lamb pairs for
grazing near occupied wild sheep habitats; avoid grazing of open ewes, yearling
replacement ewes and ewes that have lost their lambs because ewes in estrus may
attract bighorn rams.

e. Count marker sheep on a regular basis; immediately any time sheep scatter and
more frequently (e.g., once or twice per day) if required under local grazing
agreements. It is customary to count marker sheep when they are bedded and this
should be encouraged. After sheep scatter, complete a full count as soon as
reasonably possible.

Contact Information:

The following contacts for the permittee and each agency have been assigned as lead contacts
to facilitate increased and timely communication and coordination:

Permittee name and phone number: Tim Mackenzie (208) 337-4937 

BLM contact name and ph. number: Chris Robbins (208) 896-5921 

1 st Alternate contact name and ph. number: Jason Sutter (208) 896-5922 

2nd Alternate contact name and ph. number: Buddy Green (208) 896-5913 

Other appropriate agency contact name and phone number:

IDFG contact name and ph. number: Craig White (208) 989-7023 - cell 

1st Alt. contact name and ph. number: Jake Powell (208) 949-0342 - cell. 

2nd Alt. contact name and ph. number: Craig Mickleson (208) 989-9328 - cell.

-

Date

L1/41/ 
Date



Attachment 1 — Permitted Use/Authorization Summary

Allotment Livestock Grazing Season °A PL AUMS
Number Name Number Kind Begin End Active
00630 Upper Deer

Creek
37 Sheep 04/15 10/15 100 45

00631 Lower Deer
Creek

147 Sheep 05/20 06/10 100 21

00631 Lower Deer
Creek

147 Sheep 10/1 10/15 100 14

00503 Flint Creek 1718 Sheep 06/01 10/31 57 985
00565 Rockville 351 Sheep 04/01 05/31 100 141
00565 Rockville 172 Sheep 10/01 10/31 100 35
00603 Poison Creek 1000 Sheep 04/01 05/31 100 401



Best Management Practices For
Separation between Domestic Sheep and Bighorn Sheep

Developed by Tim MacKenzie
and Idaho Department of Fish and Game

August 2009

Background 
Tim MacKenzie is permitted to graze domestic sheep on 3 allotments in the Owyhee Mountains
administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BIM). The closest known core population of
bighorn sheep (BHS) occur on the western side of the Owyhee Mountains in the Jacks Creek,
Castle Creek, and Reynolds Creek drainages; approximately 10-15 air miles away from the
allotments. Core populations of BHS also exist in Oregon near Owyhee Reservoir and along the
Owyhee River which are approximately 15-20 air miles away from allotments, respectively. In
addition, the domestic sheep (DS) trailing route passes within 5-10 miles of occupied BHS range
in Oregon and Idaho. Observations of BHS in the vicinity of Tim MacKenzie's allotments over
the past 20 years have consisted of a few scattered observations likely from transient BHS. If
disease transmission is to occur, it will likely be from stray DS or transient BHS. The focus of
this agreement will be on collecting additional information on BHS and implementing
communication protocol for BHS sightings and stray/lost DS with appropriate responses to
manage risk of contact at an acceptable level.

Best Management Practices

Pursuant to Idaho Code § 36-106(e)(5)(E), the following best management practices (BMPs) for
domestic sheep grazing have been cooperatively developed between the Idaho Department of
Fish and Game (IDFG) and the permittee for the following allotment(s):

Flint Creek/5032 BLM
Upper Deer Creek/630 BLM
Lower Deer Creek/631 Buvi

BMP #1: All information regarding BHS observations or reports of observations will be shared
as quickly as possible between Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG), Tim MacKenzie, and
the appropriate federal or state land management agency. Tim MacKenzie shall ensure that
herders have a means of promptly communicating BHS sightings from the field (e.g., cell phone
or hand-held radio). If BHS are observed within 2 mile of DS, and no contact between BHS and
DS is suspected or observed, herders may, with the approval of the Bureau of Land
Management agency, alter trailing or grazing routes and/or may, in cooperation with IDFG,
non-injuriously haze BHS. Permittee will immediately report any hazing to IDFG.



BMP #2: A primary goal of this agreement is to increase knowledge of BHS use of the area.
When BHS are observed, an assessment shall be made by IDFG as to the appropriate response
based on the credibility and timeliness of the report. IDFG will consider response options such
as monitoring the BHS, deploying a radio collar on the BHS, or euthanizing the BHS. Any BHS
monitoring Will be coordinated by IDFG in consultation with Tim MacKenzie and the
appropriate land management agency.

BMP #3: Tim MacKenzie will make every reasonable effort to capture stray or lost DS as quickly
as possible. Lost or stray DS that cannot be quickly accounted for will be reported to IDFG. Any
sightings of stray sheep by IDFG personnel will be reported to Tim MacKenzie immediately
(within 24 hours).

BMP #4: Prior to trailing or entering the Flint Creek, Upper Deer Creek, and Lower Deer Creek
allotments, all herders and supervisors will have received Spanish-language training (when
necessary) to facilitate communication, photos to aid in the identification of BHS, and written
instructions about the risk of disease transmission between BHS and DS and the response and
communication protocol outlined in this agreement.

BMP #5: All MacKenzie sheep bands will have with them at least two guard dogs. When
trailing sheep all MacKenzie sheep bands will have at least 2 herding dogs.

BMP #6: MacKenzie will place a known number of marker sheep (at least 1:100) in each sheep
band as a means by which to determine if there may have been separation or loss of sheep
from the main band.

BMP #7: When Tim MacKenzie herds enter the Lower Deer Creek allotment, Tim MacKenzie
will conduct a specific ewe and lamb count. When leaving this allotment, Tim MacKenzie will
conduct a marker count. When practical, Tim MacKenzie will conduct specific ewe and lamb
counts when entering or leaving other allotments and when trailing. Reasonable effort will be
made to account for missing/stray adult DS and IDFG will be notified within 72 hours of the
count if adult DS are missing/stray.

BMP #8: Tim MacKenzie will prevent sick or diseased DS from entering public lands and will
make every reasonable effort to remove sick or diseased DS from public lands. If an outbreak
of sick or diseased DS occurs (e.g., >5 DS), Tim MacKenzie shall notify IDFG, and IDFG in
agreement with Tim MacKenzie, may test sick or diseased DS at IDFG expense.

BMP #9: If BHS are observed within 1 mile of dead or sick DS than IDFG will be notified
immediately (within 24 hours). If a BHS appears sick or is found dead then the reporting
observer will notify IDFG/permittee immediately (within 24 hours). Dead BHS will be
necropsied and appropriate biological samples collected. Sick BHS will be euthanized and
necropsied with samples collected. All biological samples will be transported to a veterinary
health facility for testing.



BMP #10: If BHS and domestic sheep are observed in direct physical contact then IDFG, the
appropriate land management agency, and Tim MacKenzie will be notified immediately (within
18 hours). Direct contact will be defined as BHS and DS within 100 yards of each other. IDFG
and Tim MacKenzie recognize that locating BHS or DS following a reported direct contact
observation may be difficult and will collaborate on the best means of addressing the problem.
If individual contacting animals can be identified, the following action will be taken:

1) If direct contact is observed than Tim MacKenzie or authorized MacKenzie employee
may lethally remove the BHS and contact IDFG within 24 hours.

2) IDFG will immediately dispatch staff to lethally remove the BHS and collect and
transport samples to the appropriate wildlife health laboratory for testing.

3) In the event the affected BHS cannot be identified and lethally removed for
laboratory testing, and an individual DS in contact with the BHS can be identified,
the DS may be field tested or transported to a veterinary health facility for testing.
Within 30 days, preliminary test reports will be provided to IDFG and Tim
MacKenzie. Final reports will be provided to IDFG and Tim MacKenzie within 60
days post removal of BHS or DS.

BMP #11: This agreement be reviewed annually and updated, if necessary. The annual review
will allow IDFG and Tim MacKenzie an opportunity to review any new information and refine
BMPs as necessary to reduce the risk of contact between DS and BHS.

BMP #12: The above BMPs will apply to all trailing of DS to, from, and among all allotments.

Contact List

Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
Southwest Regional Office (208) 465-8465

Wildlife Biologists 
Craig White
(208) 466-5090(home)
(208) 989-7023(cell)

Jake Powell
(208) 466-0485 (home)
(208) 949-0342 (cell)

Regional Supervisor 
Scott Reinecker
(208) 850-2206(cell)

Conservation Officer
Craig Mickleson
(208)989-9328 (cell)

Livestock Owner/Permittee 
IIIIMIIM1111101111*
(208)9111MIIII
(208)	 1r1)
BLM Contact(s) 
Jake Vialpando
(208) 896-5916



•

Tim Ma -cKenzie

PERMITTEE ACCEPTANCE

I have agreed to the preceding best management practices for the above-mentioned
allotments. I recognize that IDFG Director Certification of acceptability of risk pursuant to Idaho
Code §36-106(e)(5)(E) depends on my commencement and continued implementation of these
BMPs.

DIRECTOR'S CERTIFICATION PURSUANT TO IDAHO CODE §36-106(e)(5)(E)

In the judgment of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, commencement and continued
implementation of the preceding best management practices on the above-referenced
allotment(s) provide for separation that reduces the risk from disease transmission between
domestic sheep and bighorn sheep to a level acceptable to bighorn sheep viability.

Cflittok—, 	 9/Sib,
Cal Groen	 '	 Date
Director
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Appendix I – Socioeconomics 
 
Explanation of Model 
 
The model used in calculating the ranch-level economic effects of changes in permitted 
range AUMs implements a partial-budgeting, marginal analysis approach to economic 
analysis of an agricultural enterprise.  The model is based on a series of assumptions 
related to both market conditions and how the affected ranches might respond to 
changes in AUMs given those conditions, as outlined below. 
 
The AUMs used as the baseline for comparison in the model are taken from current 
active AUMs listed in the descriptions of the alternatives.  AUMs and months of use for 
each alternative were plugged into the model to evaluate the economic effects of the 
increase or decrease in AUMs that would occur if a specific alternative were 
implemented.  Transfers of livestock from one allotment to another by the same owner 
were treated as internal sales of animals and were evaluated as separate enterprises. 
 
In the analysis, it is assumed that the maximum AUMs permitted in any given month on 
the allotment serve as the limiting factor in determining the maximum size of the herd 
from which annual production can be obtained.  The total supported number of animal 
units (AUs) is set by the number of range AUMs divided by the number of months on 
the allotment.  In other words, an allotment with 180 permitted AUMs spread over 6 
months would be able to support no more than 30 animal units, and the size of the herd 
is assumed to be constant throughout the year, regardless of how many months the herd 
grazes on the allotment being evaluated.  Each animal unit is assumed to be equal to one 
cow-calf pair. 
 
Under each alternative, if the total number of AUs decreases it is assumed that the 
rancher will sell the excess cattle (either internally within the overall ranch operation, or 
externally at auction) at a sale weight of 900 pounds and a sale price of $1.10 per 
pound.  It is also assumed that the rancher will invest or save the proceeds from the sale 
at a rate of return or interest rate of 1 percent.  Although under current financial market 
conditions a rancher might be able to realize a much higher rate of return, 1 percent is a 
reasonable rate to use under the assumption that ranchers would prefer to put revenue 
into relatively safe, conservative investments.  In the model, the proceeds from selling 
excess cattle are annualized as a stream of revenue over ten years.  This revenue stream 
is added to the overall net revenue associated with the allotment.  The mathematical 
model includes a provision for evaluating cases in which rather than selling excess 
animals, a rancher chooses to retain them and feed them elsewhere.  Because of limited 
information and complexities regarding assumptions about the actual business decisions 
that ranchers might make, this type of case was not included in the completed analyses. 
 
If the total number of AUs increases under an alternative, it is assumed that the rancher 
will purchase additional cattle under the same conditions as outlined above for excessed 
cattle.  The cost of additional cattle is annualized over ten years as a stream of costs, 
added to overall operating costs for the allotment. 
 



In the model, it is assumed that ranchers will realize a 92 percent success rate in taking 
calves to market.  In other words, 92 percent of cow-calf pairs will result in a calf being 
sold at the end of the summer season.  Sold animals are equal to total AUs x 0.92.  This 
calculation assumes that bulls are not included in the total number of AUs on range.  
The model assumes an average calf sale weight of 500 lbs.  The market price for calves 
is an estimate based on recent published Chicago Mercantile Exchange prices for feeder 
cattle.1  Since early 2011, prices have ranged from $0.95 per pound up to one short-
lived spike at approximately $1.60 per pound with prices mostly remaining below $1.50 
per pound but fluctuating between $1.40 and $1.55 since early 2012.  Higher short-term 
price spikes in excess of $1.70 per pound have been observed in regional markets but 
have not persisted at the national level.  To reflect these market conditions, a price of 
$1.45 per pound was used in the model. 
 
The annual herd maintenance costs used in the model are derived from standard 
national cost figures for grazing on public land2 and include veterinary bills, anticipated 
mortality losses, vaccination supplies, etc.  On public land, the standard cost of herd 
maintenance is estimated at $18.54 per AUM. 
 
The annual cost of moving the herd is also derived from the standard national cost 
figures for grazing on public land and includes the cost of trailing and/or trucking 
animals between pastures, allotments, and/or ranch headquarters as well as herding 
costs.  It also includes the value of the rancher's time plus all herding-related wages and 
expenses.  Current typical costs for trucking range from $2.50 to $3.00 per mile per 
truck, regardless of the number of animals in the load.  On public land, the standard cost 
of herd moving is estimated at $14.69 per AUM. 
 
The grazing permit cost used in the model is $1.35 per AUM.  Expected annual revenue 
includes proceeds from calf sales and any revenue stream derived from the sale of 
excess cattle.  Expected annual costs include herd maintenance costs, herd moving 
costs, "off-allotment" feeding costs, grazing permit costs, and any stream of costs 
resulting from the purchase of additional cattle.  The model does not include ranch 
operations’ fixed costs, costs or returns on land investments, or depreciation.  The 
mathematical model provides the ability to include investments in fixed infrastructure 
on range allotments as part of the overall economic analysis.  In order to make the 
analysis comparable across allotments, however, infrastructure costs were not included 
in the completed economic analysis.  Total expected annual net revenue in the model 
equals expected annual revenue minus expected annual costs.  Ten-year net revenue 
equals expected annual net revenue multiplied by 10. 

                                                 
1 Source: www.theFinancials.com, accessed on February 21, 2013.  
2 Source: Grazing Costs: What’s the Current Situation? Neil Rimbey and L. Allen Torell, University of Idaho, 2011.  
http://web.cals.uidaho.edu/idahoagbiz/files/2013/01/GrazingCost2011.pdf 

http://www.thefinancials.com/


Appendix J – Common and Scientific Plant Names 
 

Common Name Scientific Name 
aspen Populus tremuloides 
astragalus Astragalus spp. 
Indian ricegrass Achnatherum hymenoides 
basin wildrye   
basin big sagebrush Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata 
balsam root Balsamorhiza sagitatta 
bitterbrush Purshia tridentata 
bluebunch wheatgrass Pseudoroegneria spicata 
broom snakeweed Gutierrezia sarothrae 
buckwheat Eriogonum spp. 
bud sagebrush Picrothamnus desertorum 
bulbous bluegrass Poa bulbosa 
Canada thistle Cirsium arvense 
ceanothus Ceanothus velutinus 
cheatgrass Bromus tectorum 
Columbia needlegrass Achnatherum nelsonii 
crested wheatgrass Agropyron cristatum 
curl-leaf mountain mahogany Cercocarpus ledifolius 
currant Ribes spp. 
curveseed butterwort (bur buttercup) Ceratocephala testiculata 
Davis' peppergrass Lepidium davisii 
Fendler threeawn Artistida purpurea var. longiseta 
fourwing saltbush Atriplex canescens 
green rabbitbrush Ericameria teretifolia 
Hooker's balsamroot Balsamorhiza hookeri 
Horsemint Agastache spp. 
Idaho fescue Festuca idahoensis 
inch-high lupine Lupinus uncialis 
juniper Juniperus occidenatlis 
longleaf phlox Phlox longifolia 
low sagebrush Artemisia arbuscula 
lupine Lupinus spp. 
medusahead Taeniatherum caput-medusae 
mountain ball cactus Pediocactus simpsonii 
mountain big sagebrush Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana 
mountain brome Bromus marginatus 
mountain mahogany Cercocarpus ledifolius 
needlegrass Achnatherum spp. 
Newberry's milkvetch Astragalus newberryi var. castoreus 
Nevada bluegrass Poa nevadensis 
onespike danthonia Danthonia unispicata 
Penstemon  Penstemon spp. 



Common Name Scientific Name 
prairie junegrass Koeleria macrantha 
rabbitbrush Chrysothamnus & Ericameria spp. 
rattlesnake stickseed Hackelia ophiobia 
rubber rabbitbrush Ericameria nauseosa 
sagebrush Artemisia spp. 
sand dropseed Sporaobolus crypantdrus 
Sandberg bluegrass Poa secunda 
Scotch cottonthistle (Scotch thistle) Onopordum acanthium 
serviceberry Amelanchier alnifolia 
Slickspot peppergrass  Lepidium papilliferum 
small burnet Sanguisorba minor 
snowberry Symphoricarpos oreophilus 
spiny phlox Phlox hoodii 
squirreltail Elymus elymoides 
Stream orchid  Epipactis gigantea 
tapertip hawksbeard Crepis acuminata 
thinleaf goldenhead Pyrrocoma linearis 
thickspike wheatgrass Elymus lanceolatus  
Thurber's needlegrass Achnatherum thurberianum 
Ute ladies'-tresses  Spiranthes diluvialis 
wax currant Ribes cereum 
Western germander Teucrium canadense var. occidentale 
western juniper (juniper) Juniperus occidentalis 
whitetop Cardaria draba 
Wood's rose Rosa woodsii 
willow Salix spp. 
ventenata Ventenata dubia 
yellow rabbitbrush Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus 

 



 



Appendix K – Range Readiness Criteria 
 

SPRING RANGE READINESS CRITERIA 
 

Date:  Allotment:  

Field Office _______________  Pasture:  

Recorded by:  UTM/Legal:  

 

Plant Species Range Readiness Criteria Recorded Condition 

BRTE (Cheatgrass) 
with few perennials 3rd leaf stage and 2” green active growth 

 

BRTE (cheatgrass)  
(with substantial 
perennial grass 
component) 

3rd leaf stage and 2” green active growth 
with old growth, or 4” without old growth 

 

TACA8 
(Medusahead) 

Soils must be firm- 3rd leaf stage with at 
least 2” green active growth 

 

POSE (Sandberg 
bluegrass) 

Greater than 1” active growth and seed 
stalks forming 

 

 
Wheatgrass seedings 

Average 4” active growth with old growth 
present or 6” active growth without old 
growth 

 

ELEL5 (squirreltail) 
 

Average 3-4” active growth with old 
growth present or 5” active growth without 
old growth 

 

PSSP6 (Bluebunch) 
4” active growth with old growth present 
or 6” active growth without old growth 

 

FEID (Idaho fescue) 
3-4” active growth, old growth present, or 
5” active growth without old growth 

 

 

Soils Is snow present?  (circle)  Yes     No 

    Percentage of snow present 

5 to  
20% 

20 
to 
40% 

40 
to 
60% 

60 
to 
80% 

80 to 
100% 

Soils 
 

Observe soil moisture or puddles   None Few  Mod Numerous 

Frost is present     (circle) 
     Yes                             No 

Soils 

Upland soils and including riparian soils 
above last high water mark are firm 
enough to support grazing with little to no 
pugging/hummocking.   

     
     Yes 

     
    No 

Slickspot soils 
(where appropriate) 

Slickspots not saturated, i.e., no evidence 
of puddles, soil within slickspot firm 

 

 
 



Species Dominance and Phenology 
 

Dominant Species Phenologic Stage 
1   

2   

3   

 
 

 Forb Species Phenologic Stage 
1   

2   

3   

4   

5   

6   

7   

8   

9   

10   

 
Phenologic Stages 

 
Stage Grasses Forbs Shrub 
1 Early Germination -- -- 
2 Mid Vegetative 

Stage 
same same 

3 -- -- -- 
4 Boot bud bud 
5 Headed Out    bud bud 
6 Flowering same same 
7 -- -- -- 
8 Soft Dough same same 
9 Cured/Hard Dough same same 
10 Seed 

shattered/dormant 
same same 

 
 
 



 Grass Species Phenologic Stage 
1   

2   

3   

4   

5   

6   

 
 

 Shrub Species Phenologic Stage 
1   

2   

3   

4   

5   

6   

 
Comments:       
      

 
Range Readiness – Conclusions &  Recommendation:     
        

 



 



Appendix L – Responses to Comments 
 
Table L-1: Responses to DEIS public comments 

Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
The draft EIS includes two grazing allotments – Rats Nest 
and Sands Basin – which are in wild horse Herd 
Management Areas (HMAs). These allotments are public 
lands which have been Congressionally-designated to be 
used for wild horse habitat – areas where wild horses are to 
be protected and permitted to live wild and free roaming – 
along with other multiple uses. The draft EIS fails to 
adequately analyze the impact these proposed actions 
outlined in the draft EIS will have on wild horses. 

AWHP01 The EIS considers the Wild Horse Herd Management Areas 
(HMAs) on page 309-316 (Section 3.12.2) and the effects of 
the Alternatives 1-6 on wild horses. 

The draft EIS failed to consider or analyze the impact that 
combining the Alkali-Wildcat and Rats Nest allotments 
would have on wild horses. By merging the Rats Nest 
allotment with Alkali-Wildcat allotment will create this 
section of the HMA as a mere “pasture” and necessary 
attention will not be paid to the management with regards to 
this as HMA habitat. We urge the BLM to maintain the Rats 
Nest allotment as separate from the Alkali-Wildcat allotment 
and strongly oppose the merging of the two HMAs as 
proposed in the draft EIS. 

AWHP02 The EIS considers the effects of the Rats Nest, Wild Rat and 
Sands Basin grazing allotments on page 313 (Section 3.1.2) 
and the effects of grazing on wild horses. To clarify 
Alternative 1 still considers keeping Rats Nest as a separate 
allotment and no HMAs are being considered for combination 
in this EIS. Combining HMAs is outside the scope of the EIS. 

The draft EIS completely fails to consider and analyze the 
impact that fencing has on wild horses. While the proposed 
action states that fences in the Sands Basin and Rats Nest 
allotments will be opened within 15 days after the 
authorized grazing period, the draft EIS fails to consider or 
analyze the impact that the fencing has on free-roaming 
behaviors of wild horses during authorized grazing periods. 
In fact, it is documented by various BLM offices that even 
when gates are opened, often horses will not move between 

AWHP03 The EIS does not consider any new fences or improvements in 
any alternative of the EIS; improvements are outside the scope 
of the EIS.  The BLM agrees existing fences, as discussed in 
the Affected Environment section 3.12.1 of the EIS, are a 
barrier to movement of wild horses; however no removal of 
fences are proposed in the EIS. 



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
areas due to fence lines. 

We urge the removal of multiple pasture fences in the Sands 
Basin allotment/HMA. This would be to ensure and enable 
wild horses are able to fully utilize the entire HMA. 

AWHP04 Removal of fences are not proposed in any alternative of the 
EIS; however gates are left open for wild horses to move 
around the entire HMA after cattle are removed from the 
allotment. 

Distribution of wild horses is imperative to the analysis of 
these grazing allotments, yet there is no mention whatsoever 
in the draft EIS. If wild horses are not evenly distributed 
throughout the allotments in the HMAs it is a potential 
indicator that fencing is impeding the wild, free-roaming 
behaviors of the horses. The draft EIS fails to analyze this 
information; the final EIS must consider and analyze the 
movement and distribution of wild horses in the allotments 
and HMAs. 

AWHP05 The BLM agrees that livestock compete with wild horses for 
movement and distribution as discussed in the affected 
environment section 3.12.1 of the EIS.  Generally, wild horses 
will stay at higher elevations unless forage is unavailable 
and/or snow drives horses to lower snow-free elevations. 
Horses roam naturally in those areas of the allotments until 
later in the season at which time gates are open for their 
movement from pasture to pasture in the Sands Basin 
Allotment.  Rats Nest allotment  has no internal fences and 
gates are open when cattle are removed from the allotment.  
Additionally, wild horses move throughout the HMA during 
different times of the year based on seasonal habitat types, 
resulting in more/less horses in areas depending on horse 
requirements and habitat type.   



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
The draft EIS fails to analyze the impact the proposed 
actions may have on wild horses – the artificial confinement 
created for the horses by the grazing fencing. All fencing 
within the allotments/HMAs must be outlined, considered 
and analyzed as to the impact they have on horses. The 
artificially confinement of horses to one pasture or another 
must be analyzed and the negative impacts and mitigating 
actions must be considered. This is especially important in 
small HMAs such as Sands Basin HMA where there are 
multiple pastures thereby artificially confining horses to 
various pastures for the convenience of the ranchers. This 
disruption must be analyzed in the final EIS – including, but 
not limited to, the impact on the disruption to wild, free-
roaming behaviors, the impact to the range of artificially 
intensified impacts, the disruption to wild horse bands, 
disrupt bands, etc. 

AWHP06 Analysis of the impacts to wild horses is included in Sections 
3.12.2-3.12.6.  Additionally, current movements and fencing is 
included in the affected environment, Section 3.12.1. 

In addition, the draft EIS fails to consider fencing which is 
left open for horses to exit HMAs and then be subject to 
removal. The final EIS must include as a component of the 
proposed renewals for grazing allotments adjacent to or in 
HMAs – the requirement that fences are kept shut or any 
horses who leave HMA territory, due to lack of fencing, 
should be humanely moved back into HMAs rather than be 
subject to removal. Given the grazing permit dictates the 
actions of the permittee, this should be a stipulated 
requirement to ensure fences are shut and to prevent that 
fences are not intentionally left open so that horses can leave 
the HMA. It must be noted that these landscapes have high 
human use and horses can readily get displaced after being 
spooked through no fault of their own. 

AWHP07 BLM's considered alternatives with range improvements but 
eliminated them from detailed study in section 2.4 of the EIS 
due to time limitations and funding. No new project 
construction or reconstruction is considered within any 
alternative of this NEPA document. In addition, no juniper 
treatments, active restoration of seedings or plant 
communities, or removal of range improvements, including 
water developments or fences will be analyzed. Regarding 
consideration for additional range projects, from the outset of 
this process, BLM has clearly communicated during permittee 
meetings in 2012 that new range projects would not be 
included in these grazing permit renewals. In these meetings, 
BLM communicated that it would not be possible to use range 
projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards and land-use 
plan objectives because inadequate time existed to complete 
both the pre-NEPA project layout and design and the required 



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
pre-surveys and clearances that are necessary to allow for an 
adequate NEPA analysis of site-specific impacts associated 
with new range projects. Analysis of consequences of any new 
project construction or reconstruction may be addressed 
through a separate NEPA analysis and will not be included in 
this EIS. 

Despite long-held documentation and data that outlines the 
erroneous calculation of the AUM, the draft EIS fails to 
consider the undercharging of the AUM when applied to 
cattle usage. Clearly, the understatement of forage 
consumption and overstocking of allotments results in 
extensive livestock damage to the range. This 
understatement of livestock usage must be taken into 
consideration and analyzed by the draft EIS and the 
proposed actions and AUMs must be modified in light of 
this information. 

AWHP08 The Federal grazing fee, which applies to Federal lands in 16 
Western states on public lands managed by the BLM and the 
U.S. Forest Service, is adjusted annually and is calculated by 
using a formula originally set by Congress in the Public 
Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978. Under this formula, as 
modified and extended by a presidential Executive Order 
issued in 1986, the grazing fee cannot fall below $1.35 per 
animal unit month (AUM); also, any fee increase or decrease 
cannot exceed 25 percent of the previous year’s level. (An 
AUM is the amount of forage needed to sustain one cow and 
her calf, one horse, or five sheep or goats for a month.) The 
grazing fee for 2013 is $1.35 per AUM, the same level as it 
was in 2012.  Stocking rates including wild horses were taken 
a hard look at see Appendix C EIS. 

The draft EIS fails to consider or analyze the differences 
between cattle and wild horses grazing. The following 
information must be considered, analyzed and the proposed 
actions must be amended to address these differences. 

AWHP09 The differences between wild horse and cattle grazing were 
analyzed in the EIS in Chapter 3 Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences section page 310. 

The draft EIS fails to analyze how proposed grazing use may 
conflict with wild horse needs for habitat and other 
resources. 

AWHP10 See BLM response to AWHP09. 



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
The draft EIS fails to provide or analyze any baseline data or 
understanding on how wild horses use the Rats Nest and 
Sands Basin allotments/HMAs – including, but not limited 
to, human pressures on lower elevations that may drive 
horses out of those areas, availability of resources in the 
HMAs and the newly proposed pastures, data to support that 
proposed actions will minimize conflicts with horses, etc. 

AWHP11 See BLM response to AWH0P9. 

The draft EIS fails to analyze all fencing in 
allotments/HMAs in relationship to impact to wild horses. 
Description of the impact that gate closure has on wild horse 
movement during private commercial grazing on the HMAs. 

AWHP12 See BLM response to AWHP07.  The BLM analyzed existing 
fencing in Chapter 3 Affected Environment of the EIS page 
310-313. 

The draft EIS fails to analyze all water sources used for 
livestock and the impact of water usage on wild horses and 
other wildlife species throughout each range. Consider and 
analyze as a condition of the grazing permit renewal, water 
be made available during non-usage in HMAs. 

AWHP13 See BLM response to AWHP07.  The BLM analyzed existing 
watering of wild horses in Chapter 3 Affected Environment of 
the EIS page 310-313. 

The draft EIS fails to disclosure and analysis of data on the 
wild horse population migratory patterns and 
seasons in Rats Nest and Sands Basin allotments. 

AWHP14 See BLM response to AWHP07.  The BLM analyzed wild 
horse migratory patterns and seasons in Chapter 3 Affected 
Environment of the EIS page 310-313. 

NEPA mandates that the BLM consider the impacts of its 
proposed action. However, rather than consider the onsite 
impacts, the DEIS appears to be based on broad generalized 
conclusions. No site-specific findings are included to justify 
the drastic limitations being proposed. The BLM cannot tum 
a blind eye to specific impacts on specific allotments. Such 
"one size fits all" analysis would violate NEPA. 

CA01 In its guidance for improving the NEPA process, The Council 
on Environmental Quality states the NEPA regulations 
indicate that the text of an EIS that addresses the purpose and 
need, alternatives, affected environment, and environmental 
consequences should normally be less than 150 pages and a 
final EIS for proposals of unusual scope or complexity should 
normally be less than 300 pages (40 CFR 1502.7). We have 
attempted in our analysis of effects to 25 grazing allotments to 
keep this EIS within this scope and to follow CEQ's further 
guidance to keep a NEPA document focused on the issues that 
are truly significant to the action in question, rather than 
amassing needless detail (40 CFR 1500.1). We think the DEIS 
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contains significant detail, nonetheless. For example, the 
riparian effects analysis section of the EIS presents the impacts 
that are associated with spring grazing in riparian areas, and 
this is accompanied by a table that shows the grazing 
prescription by alternative and which allotments of the 25 to 
which this prescription applies (Table RIPN-27, page 181). 
Also, the EIS has incorporated the use of Resource Specialist 
Reports to aid in the analysis without bulking up the document 
itself. These Specialist Reports are part of the project record 
and can be requested from the Owyhee Field Office. As stated 
in the EIS Summary, page 3. these reports play important roles 
in supporting the analysis in this DEIS; readers are encouraged 
to view these documents in conjunction with the EIS..  The 
EIS considers site specific information as described in Section 
3 Affected Environment of the EIS and the Specialist Reports.  
In Section 3  the EIS includes site specific analysis through a 
reasonable range of alternatives supported with specialist 
reports, evaluations, and determinations for each of the Group 
2 allotments associated with these grazing permit renewals. 
We believe we have met NEPA's hard look requirement. The 
BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 defines a hard look as “a 
reasoned analysis containing quantitative or detailed 
qualitative information”, the Group 2 EIS analysis includes 
qualitative and quantitative information to support an adequate 
NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the Group 2 
allotments. Additionally, the EIS includes analysis in 
compliance with other BLM Policy including Instruction 
Memorandums WO-IM-99-039, WO-IM-99-149, WO-IM-
2000-022 Change 1, WO-IM-2001-062, and ID-IM-2011-045. 
See BLM responses to OCC06 and OCC21. 
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The BLM has long known about the deadlines associated 
with this matter. These deadlines stem from ligation that 
began in the late 1990's. Since that time, the deadline for 
preparing decisions on this matter has been delayed multiple 
times. Even though the BLM was well aware of this 
deadline, it waited until the eleventh hour to prepare the 
DEIS. Self-created delays do not justify inadequate and 
incomplete analysis. Even if the time crunch were not of its 
own making, BLM cannot refuse to consider an important 
aspect of the problem or a reasonable alternative that meets 
the goals of the proposed action. BLM cites to authority for 
this "not enough time" exception to NEPA. 

CA02 On March 31, 1999, the Honorable B. Lynn Winmill, Chief 
Judge, U.S. District Court, signed a Memorandum Decision 
and Order (Civil Case No. 97-0519-S-BLW) finding that the 
BLM violated NEPA when 68 grazing permits were renewed 
in 1997. In early 2000, Judge Winmill directed the BLM to 
complete the review of the allotments associated with the 68 
grazing permits. Work continued on renewing these grazing 
permits with additional appeals being filed after the 2000 
order, and a Stipulated Settlement Agreement was signed in 
June, 2008. This settlement set the schedule that the BLM is 
obligated to follow. The latter part of this comment is believed 
to reference the Purpose and Need of the EIS to consider 
meeting rangeland health standards and other resource 
objectives using only existing infrastructure and not analyzing 
in detail an alternative that would implement news rangeland 
improvement projects. Inventories and surveys would be 
necessary to fully and appropriately analyze and disclose the 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with new or 
modified infrastructure projects. The limited time available to 
meet the terms of June 26, 2008 Order Approving Stipulated 
Settlement Agreement makes it impossible to complete the 
analysis of project modification and/or construction. 
Therefore, the BLM chose to limit this set of actions to 
renewing grazing permits.  A carefully crafted purpose and 
need statement can be an effective tool in controlling the scope 
of the analysis and thereby increasing efficiencies by 
eliminating unnecessary analysis and reducing delays in the 
process(BLM NEPA Handbook at 36). 
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Yet, the DEIS does not explain the economic or social 
consequences of shutting down ranches. It presumes there 
are none...Should operations be forced to close, is it unclear 
whether the local economy could handle the impacts. DEIS 
at 298 ("Finding work in other sectors may be difficult 
because unemployment is so high"). Yet, the DEIS fails to 
follow this decision to its logical conclusion and explain to 
the public the consequences of these proposals. 

CA03 The DEIS acknowledges in Sections 3.10.1 and 3.10.2 that 
reducing ranch operations or closing a ranch altogether could  
likely negatively impact the local community and the 
economy. However, the BLM ID team does not have the 
capability or resources to anticipate what decisions the ranches 
might make in response to allotment management changes, 
and as a result, to evaluate what the potential impacts could be 
to the economy. Many factors contribute to the ability of ranch 
workers to find other employment and for the local economy 
to absorb the impacts of a ranch that closes. Darden et al 
(1999) and the Owyhee RMP/EIS provides additional analysis 
on the impacts of policy changes on ranches in Owyhee 
County.  

The DEIS casually concludes that the Permittees can simply 
acquire replacement feed and forage to make up for the lost 
AUMs. DEIS at 291. Yet, the DEIS does not consider the 
operational impacts of replacing the feed and forage. The 
cost of alternative feed is identified at approximately 
$58/month per cow/calf pair. !d. This new cost is significant 
to the Permittees' 
operations, yet there is no discussion of the overall impact of 
this new cost on the Permittees. The cost of alternative 
forage could range from $5.25 to $14.80 per AUM. Id. This 
is also a new cost to the Permittees that was not adequately 
considered in the DEIS. Since the "federal government 
manages 78 percent of the total land in Owyhee County," 
DEIS at 281, the DEIS fails to evaluate whether or not there 
would even be sufficient land to make up for the loss of 
grazing on the federal allotments. The DEIS does not 
consider the availability of alternate feed and/or forage in its 
analysis. If operators cannot locate another source of forage 
or feed, or if they cannot afford these new costs, operation 

CA04 As noted on page 291 of the DEIS, the values presented in the 
document represent the fixed costs for sample ranches because 
the BLM ID team does not know the enterprise budget for 
each ranch associated with the Group 2 allotments and cannot 
know or anticipate how each ranch will respond to changes in 
allotment management. Each ranch can make a variety of 
choices, including how they acquire replacement feed 
(hay/state or private grazing lands), whether to keep, sell, or 
purchase new animals, how the animals will be managed 
(transportation, herding, etc.). The DEIS makes clear that the 
actual values associated with changes in AUMs may be very 
different for each rancher than what is described in the 
document.  
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levels would be reduced, leading to a "substantial loss of 
community cohesion." Id. at 291. But, again, the 
consequences are not considered. 

Just like the Group 1 EA, the DEIS' analysis of economic 
impacts is failing. The BLM must provide meaningful 
analysis of the economic impacts of drastically reducing 
AUMs on the allotments. Noticeably lacking from the 
analysis is any discussion of the actual impacts resulting 
from the potential lost jobs, lost tax income, and other lost 
opportunities that will flow from the 
reduced AUMs. Indeed, the loss of one grazing operation -
let alone several- from the reduced AUMs suggested in the 
DEIS will have far reaching impacts on the local 
communities. These impacts must be adequately considered 
and these broad, generalized conclusions do not meet the 
NEP A "hard look" requirement. 

CA05 As noted on page 291 of the DEIS, the values presented in the 
document represent the fixed costs for sample ranches because 
the BLM ID team does not know the enterprise budget for 
each ranch associated with the Group 2 allotments and cannot 
know or anticipate how each ranch will respond to changes in 
allotment management. Each ranch can make a variety of 
choices, including how they acquire replacement feed 
(hay/state or private grazing lands), whether to keep, sell, or 
purchase new animals, how the animals will be managed 
(transportation, herding, etc.). The DEIS makes clear that the 
actual values associated with changes in AUMs may be very 
different for each rancher than what is described in the 
document. The DEIS acknowledges in Sections 3.10.1 and 
3.10.2 that reducing ranch operations or closing a ranch 
altogether could  likely negatively impact the local community 
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and the economy. However, the BLM ID team does not have 
the capability or resources to anticipate what decisions the 
ranches might make in response to allotment management 
changes, and as a result, to evaluate what the potential impacts 
could be to the economy. Many factors contribute to the ability 
of ranch workers to find other employment and for the local 
economy to absorb the impacts of a ranch that closes. Darden 
et al (1999) and the Owyhee RMP/EIS provides additional 
analysis on the impacts of policy changes on ranches in 
Owyhee County.  

The BLM must ensure that its analysis of the impacts is 
based on site specific information rather than broad, 
generalized information relating to the impacts of grazing on 
sage grouse. Indeed, just because AUM modifications may 
be beneficial for sage grouse in one area does not mean that 
those same modifications would be necessary, or even 
beneficial, in all areas. 

CA06 The greater sage-grouse is used as an focal species (Section 
3.6.1, page 207) because they represent a set of landscape 
attributes and characteristics for functional and healthy shrub-
steppe ecosysytems; the dominant plant community within the 
analysis area of the DEIS.  In addition, the Columbia redband 
trout and the Columbia spotted frog were also used to evaluate 
the condition of riparian habitats associated with streams, 
springs, and wetlands. By meeting the needs of these three 
focal species, there will be a benefit to other shrub-steppe 
species as well. Agreed the likelyhood of site specific 
varibility can occur within an allotment/pasture.  However, 
allotment/pasture information was collected through rangeland 
trend monitorings, rangeland health assessments, riparian 
proper functioning condition assessments, and sage-grouse 
habitat assessments that adequately characterized upland,  
riparian, and focal species habitat conditions. The combination 
of this data provided the information nessary to evaluating if 
conditions were meeting the Desired Conditions for Wildlife 
and Special Staus Animal Species Habitat (Section 3.6.1, page 
208) and analyze the impats of the alternatives (Section 3.6.2, 
page 228).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
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Such appropriate measures would not require a reduction in 
grazing authorizations. For 
example, the Idaho Sage-Grouse Task Force's 
recommendations for sage grouse management in 
Idaho provides sound, scientific management mechanisms 
that are directed at improving sage 
grouse habitat. These recommendations would improve sage 
grouse habitat and populations, 
without reducing AUMs. The recommendation is included in 
the DEIS as an alternative that was 
considered but eliminated from detailed study. DEIS at 72-
73. According to the DEIS, it was not 
considered further, in part, because it would be considered in 
the "BLM Idaho RMP amendment process." Id. In other 
words, the BLM has admittedly failed to even consider an 
important part of the scientific debate. This approach 
violates NEP A. The BLM should consider the Task Force 
Recommendations in association with this decision - before 
the substantial impacts of reduced grazing are imposed on 
the Permittees. 

CA07 The Idaho Governor's Sage-grouse Management Plan 
(Governor's Plan) was reviewed and it's application in the 
DEIS was considered. BLM decided not to include the 
Governor's Plan in the DEIS, but included the Govenor's Plan 
as an alternative within the BLM Idaho Resourse Management 
Plan ammendment to allow for a State-wide NEPA impact 
analysis to occur prior to any application at the project level.  

Notwithstanding this, the BLM has identified wildfire 
management as an alternative 
considered but eliminated from detailed study. By doing so, 
the BLM risks significant impacts 
on the range due to reduced grazing. Once again, the BLM 
has failed to consider an important 
part of the problem and failed to take into account the full 
scope of the scientific debate on 
grazing management. 

CA08 Wildfire Fuels was considered and dismissed from detailed 
analysis as stated on pages 68-70 of the EIS; Using livestock 
grazing as a tool for managing vegetation and fuel loads will 
be addressed in the Idaho/Southwest Montana Environmental 
Impact Statement. 
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By focusing on "targeted grazing" and "fuel breaks," the 
BLM has minimized the value of grazing as a fire prevention 
and mitigation tool. The resulting discussion in the DEIS, 
therefore, lacks the "hard look" required by NEP A. 

CA09 Wildfire Fuels was considered and dismissed from detailed 
analysis as stated on pages 68-70 of the EIS; Using livestock 
grazing as a tool for managing vegetation and fuel loads will 
be addressed in the Idaho/Southwest Montana Environmental 
Impact Statement.  The EIS considers site specific information 
as described in Chapter 3 Affected Environment of the EIS 
and Specialist reports in the project record.  EIS No. DOI-
BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS includes analysis through a 
reasonable range of alternatives supported with specialist 
reports, evaluations, and determinations for each of the Group 
2 allotments associated with these grazing permit renewals. 
Furthermore, BLM has met its requirements in accordance 
with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy. Specifically in 
regards to taking a hard look, in accordance with the BLM 
NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, which defines a hard look as “a 
reasoned analysis containing quantitative or detailed 
qualitative information”, the Group 2 EIS analysis includes 
qualitative and quantitative information to support an adequate 
NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the Group 2 
allotments. Additionally, the EIS includes a hard look analysis 
in compliance with other BLM Policy including Instruction 
Memorandums WO-IM-99-039, WO-IM-99-149, WO-IM-
2000-022 Change 1, WO-IM-2001-062, and ID-IM-2011-045. 
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In a presentation to the Idaho Sage-Grouse Task Force, Mike 
Pellant, BLM's Great Basin 
Restoration Initiative Coordinator, discussed the increasing 
trend of catastrophic wildfires. See 
http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/public/wildlife/SGtaskForce/
May3a.pdf (viewed Mar. 1, 2013). 
Mr. Pellant presented information about the successful use 
of livestock grazing as a fuel load 
reduction tool. His presentation stated that the BLM should 
"Consider the utility of using 
livestock to manage fine fuels in fuel management projects" 
as a conservation measure for fuels 
management. Id. Again, the DEIS does not discuss these 
matters. 

CA10 See BLM response to CA09. 

Noticeably absent from the DEIS is any discussion of the 
impacts of reduced grazing on 
the allotments at issue here. There is no indication that the 
BLM discussed this matter with the 
BLM wildland firefighters or the National Interagency Fire 
Center ("NIFC"). Much of the land 
within these allotments is extremely remote. Some areas 
may only be accessible by airplanes 
and/or helicopters. Fuel loads in these remote areas is a real 
and significant concern for the 
Permittees. If a wildfire breaks out in an area that is difficult 
to access, the damage could be 
significant. Discussions with BLM' s wildland firefighters or 
NIFC would have helped shape the 
DEIS' analysis of wildfire - rather than limit it to a 
discussion of "targeted grazing" and "fire 
breaks." 

CA11 See BLM resonse to CA09. 
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For example, the DEIS does not consider whether the 
conversion will even be effective given 
that sheep will continue to graze on the adjacent State and 
private pastures and that the 
Poison Creek allotment will continue to be used for trailing 
sheep. There is no discussion as to 
whether or not the Permittee will be able to maintain its 
operations due to the forced conversion. 
In short, the impacts of this conversion have not been 
adequately considered. As such, the DEIS 
would violate NEP A. 

CA12 Alternative 5 Sheep To Cattle conversion would not authorize 
sheep grazing and those effects are in Chapter 3 and 5 of the 
EIS under Vegetation and Socio-Economic direct indirect and 
cumulative impacts.  However Alternatives 1-4 do consider 
sheep grazing and those effects in the EIS. 

BLM is directed to "make determinations as to whether and 
where an overpopulation exists and whether action should be 
taken to remove excess animals." 16 U.S.C. § 1333. "Excess 
animals" refers to wild horses not livestock. Id. at§ 1332. 
The DEIS does not consider whether there is an 
overpopulation of wild horses or whether the wild horses 
have an adverse impact on the allotments. 

CA13 The EIS discloses the effects of the alternatives considered and 
the existing environment of the wild horse population in 
Chapter 3; howevere it has tierd to the 2012 Wild Horse 
Management Plan EA for the effects associated with the Rat's 
Nest and Sands Basin allotments and those wild horse 
cumulative impacts in Chapter 3 and 4 of the EIS. 

"Livestock compete with wild horses and wildlife for forage 
and water resources within the associated HMAs and 
allotments." DEIS at 312. Yet, the DEIS does not discuss 
what impacts wild horses may have on sage grouse, forage 
utilization and other rangeland health issues. The BLM must 
consider this important aspect of the decisions being made. 

CA14 Outside the scope of the analysis. See BLM response to CA13.  
Wild horses were considered in site specific analysis of Rat's 
Nest and Sands Basin stocking rates and competition for 
forage as disclosed in Chapter 3 of the EIS. 
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The "heart" of the BLM's NEPA analysis is the 
consideration of reasonable alternatives. In the EA, the BLM 
considered 5 alternatives, choosing Alternative 4 as the 
preferred alternative. However, the DEIS failed to 
adequately consider three alternatives: (1) the use of range 
improvement projects; (2) implementation of 
recommendations from the Idaho Sage Grouse 
Task Force; and (3) maintaining utilization as greater 
protection against wildfire. None of these alternatives was 
adequately considered in the DEIS. DEIS at 68 (identifying 
issues as ones that were considered "but eliminated from 
detailed study"). 

CA15 See BLM response to CA17. The commenter first refers to the 
"EA" and the 5 alternatives that the BLM considered. It is 
possible that this commenter has combined comments from an 
earlier Group 1 EA (which considered 5 alternatives) that 
considered renewing grazing permits in another area of the 
Field Office with this Group 2 EIS that fully analyzes 6 
alternatives. Addressing the additional comments; from the 
Summary of the Draft EIS, page 2: An important topic to 
address here is the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) 
direction for the BLM to “…identify the agency's preferred 
alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft 
statement and identify such alternative in the final statement 
unless another law prohibits the expression of such a 
preference (40 CFR 1502.14 (e)).” The BLM does not have a 
preferred alternative at this time, but as is required, we will 
identify this in the Final EIS, after we have received and 
considered comments on this draft document.(emphasis 
added). The rationale for not analyzing in detail the 
alternatives nonetheless considered, is contained in the EIS, as 
cited by the commenter. As for the use of grazing as a fuels 
managment tool, the DEIS explains the limitations of this 
application and this is supported by cited studies. The 
description of Alternative 8 concludes; "[l]andscape-scale 
fuels treatment through livestock grazing has limited 
application within the sagebrush/bunchgrass vegetation types 
in the Chipmunk Group allotments, a landscape with few large 
or connected areas dominated by annual species or grazing-
tolerant introduced perennial grasses. The use of livestock 
grazing as a fuels treatment in an integrated program is better 
adapted to fuels planning and contracting (including 
stewardship contracting) with objectives for vegetation and 
fuels management, rather than administered through the 
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typical grazing permit/lease program. Although grazing 
authorized in the alternatives of this EIS will reduce fine fuels, 
the intensity of grazing necessary to be an effective fuels 
treatment at the landscape-level is outside the purpose and 
need for this permit renewal EIS." As for  an alternative  
specifically tailored to the recommendations of the sage-
grouse Task Force although the BLM eliminated this 
alternative from detailed study, many concepts and aspects of 
the alternative are already available to the BLM and have been 
incorporated into Alternatives 3 through 5 of the EIS, 
including: incorporation of habitat characteristics, conducting 
habitat assessments and priority area assessments, 
determination of achievement of habitat objectives, 
achievement of objectives 2 of 5 years, and monitoring to 
determine effectiveness (EIS at 72). Also, the Governor of 
Idaho's Alternative is included and analyzed in detail in the 
BLM Idaho RMP amendment process to incorporate 
consistent objectives and conservation measures for sage-
grouse into all relevant RMPs by September 2014. In this 
circumstance, the BLM manager has the discretion to defer or 
modify proposed implementation-level actions and require 
appropriate conditions of approval, stipulations, relocations, or 
redesigns to reduce the effect of the action on the values being 
considered through the amendment or revision process. BLM 
should review all proposed implementation actions through the 
NEPA process to determine whether approval of a proposed 
action would harm resource values so as to limit the choice of 
reasonable alternative actions relative to the land use plan 
decisions being reexamined. (2005BLM Land Use Planning 
Handbook H-1601-1, at 47).  
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First, the DEIS does not consider an alternative that would 
have maintained grazing subject to the implementation of 
range improvement projects and monitoring prescriptions. 
Id. at 68. Range improvement projects can protect sage 
grouse habitat, riparian areas and rangeland health. Yet, the 
DEIS fails to provide any meaningful discussion of range 
improvement projects. Supra Part I.A. 

CA16 BLM's considered alternatives with range improvements but 
eliminated them from detailed study in section 2.4 of the EIS 
due to time limitations and funding. No new project 
construction or reconstruction is considered within any 
alternative of this NEPA document. In addition, no juniper 
treatments, active restoration of seedings or plant 
communities, or removal of range improvements, including 
water developments or fences will be analyzed. Regarding 
consideration for additional range projects, from the outset of 
this process, BLM has clearly communicated during permittee 
meetings in 2012 that new range projects would not be 
included in these grazing permit renewals. In these meetings, 
BLM communicated that it would not be possible to use range 
projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards and land-use 
plan objectives because inadequate time existed to complete 
both the pre-NEPA project layout and design and the required 
pre-surveys and clearances that are necessary to allow for an 
adequate NEPA analysis of site-specific impacts associated 
with new range projects. Analysis of consequences of any new 
project construction or reconstruction may be addressed 
through a separate NEPA analysis and will not be included in 
this EIS. 
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The DEIS assumes that the only way to achieve the desired 
range conditions is by imposing drastic limitations on 
grazing. Such a conclusion, however, is not supported under 
NEP A, as the Ninth Circuit recently confirmed. WWP v. 
Abbey, supra at 3 5 (BLM has a "heightened obligation to 
analyze fully other reasonable grazing alternatives that may 
better protect Monument objects"). NEP A prohibits the 
DEIS from ignoring the less onerous alternatives to the 
drastic AUM reductions proposed in the DEIS. See James D. 
Wilcox v. BLM, 134 IBLA 57, 73 (1995) ("While the 
existence of alternative methods of achieving legitimate 
range management goals does not necessarily mandate 
revision of a BLM decision reached in the exercise of its 
discretionary authority, these less onerous options cannot be 
totally ignored when evaluating the reasonableness of 
BLM's decision") (emphasis added). Such actions violate 
NEP A. 

CA17 EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS includes analysis 
through a reasonable range of alternatives supported with 
specialist reports, evaluations, and determinations for each of 
the Group 2 allotments associated with these grazing permit 
renewals. Furthermore, BLM has met its requirements in 
accordance with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy. 
Specifically in regards to taking a hard look, in accordance 
with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, which defines a 
hard look as “a reasoned analysis containing quantitative or 
detailed qualitative information”, the Group 2 EIS analysis 
includes qualitative and quantitative information to support an 
adequate NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the 
Group 2 allotments. Additionally, the EIS includes a hard look 
analysis in compliance with other BLM Policy including 
Instruction Memorandums WO-IM-99-039, WO-IM-99-149, 
WO-IM-2000-022 Change 1, WO-IM-2001-062, and ID-IM-
2011-045. 

Moreover, the reductions proposed in the DEIS do not 
provide for a sustained level of livestock use. Arbitrary 
reductions of up to 63% of grazing can hardly be considered 
a "sustained level of livestock use" and the DEIS makes no 
effort to show that it is. In addition, the DEIS contains no 
analysis of whether such reduced levels of grazing offer 
"sustainable" levels for the individual Permittees, or the 
community as a whole. 

CA18 See BLM response to CA17.  There are a reasonable range of 
alternatives including the No Action alternative that continues 
current management and the permittees proposed alternative. 

The DEIS, however, regulates the allotments based on 
perceived impacts to sage grouse. In doing so, it fails to 
manage the range "in a manner which recognizes the 
Nation's need for domestic sources of minerals, food, timber, 
and fiber from the public lands." Id. 

CA19 As stated in the EIS on page 15, the purpose of this action is to 
provide for livestock grazing opportunities on public lands 
using existing infrastructure where such grazing is consistent 
with meeting management objectives, including the Idaho 
Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management (USDI-BLM, 1997) and the ORMP 
objectives. The BLM is looking at impacts to sage grouse as 
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well as all other issues carried through the EIS, as developed 
in the NEPA scoping process. 

Indeed, a wholesale AUM reduction is not supported by the 
FRH determinations in some pastures and allotments. In 
several pastures within the Allotments, FRH standards are 
being met, or, where they are not being met, grazing is not a 
factor. Yet, the preferred action in the DEIS would still 
propose massive reductions of grazing on those pastures. If 
grazing is not a factor in failing to meet the standard, then 
reductions in grazing cannot fix the problem. 

CA20 See BLM response to CA17 and CA18. Alternatives were 
developed by the BLM to reduce numbers using seasons 
intensities, duration and frequency where livestock grazing is 
not the causal factor however the rangeland health standards 
are not being met.  The reduction in grazing effects to the 
resource where other causal factors than livestock grazing are 
the reason for failing to meet the standards was considered in 
the alternatives to improve the rangeland health at a faster rate 
of recovery than just maintenance of existing conditions. 

Where grazing is a factor, it should be considered in taking 
"appropriate action" under the FRH regulations. However, 
where grazing is not a factor, a reduction in grazing is not 
appropriate. In such instances, a reduction in grazing cannot 
"result in significant progress toward fulfillment of the 
standards." Indeed, in such instances, grazing is not the 
problem and there is no authority to make wholesale 
reductions in grazing authorizations. 

CA21 Grazing preference is defined by the grazing regulations as "a 
superior or priority position against others for the purpose of 
receiving a grazing permit or lease." When BLM reduces 
AUMs to protect the environment (as was done in this case), 
BLM does not cancel or impact a permittee's right to first 
priority in the receipt of a grazing permit. Accordingly, there is 
no taking of the preference under State or Federal law. In any 
case, a permittee does not have a cognizable property interest 
in either a grazing permit, or to a specific number of AUMs on 
a grazing permit, under federal law takings law. To the extent 
that the protest argues that a State can create a cognizable 
property interest in a federal grazing permit through State 
statute and then charge BLM when that permit is modified, 
BLM can find no support for that argument. Though the Idaho 
Code may refer to a "grazing preference right," it is important 
to remember that a federal grazing permit is really just a 
revocable privilege to graze on federal lands. 
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Contrary to the requirements of the Taylor Grazing Act and 
the United States' representations to the Court in Public 
Lands Council, the grazing privileges of these Permittees 
would not be "adequately safeguarded" under the proposed 
decisions in the DEIS. Indeed, the DEIS proposes cutting 
grazing by as much as 63%. Supra. For example, permitted 
use on the Blackstock Springs Allotment under the current 
management is 2,057 AUMs. DEIS at 26 (Table ALT-1.1). 
Under Alternative 3, permitted use will be reduced to 1,056. 
Id. at 46 (Table ALT- 3.1). Under Alternative 4, permitted 
use will be reduced even further, to 1,249. Id. at 56 (Table 
ALT -4.1 ). Similar reductions in permitted use are seen 
throughout the allotments. Compare Id. at 26, 46 and 56. 
These alternatives would effectively cancel the permitted 
use on the allotments. These livestock operations will 
unquestionably be de-stabilized by such a reduction, 
contrary to the Taylor Grazing Act. The regulations provide 
that the BLM may "suspend" permitted use. See 43 C.F.R. § 
4110.3-2(a) ("Permitted use may be suspended in whole or 
in part on a temporary basis due to drought, fire, or other 
natural causes, or to facilitate installation, maintenance, or 
modification of 
range improvements"). The section further provides the 
BLM the authority to "reduce permitted use," but does not 
provide that the permitted use may be "canceled." This is a 
very important distinction to Permittees, in general, whose 
grazing preference and permitted use provide them with 
priority rights. Indeed, "Additional forage available on a 
sustained yield basis for livestock grazing use shall first be 
apportioned in satisfaction of suspended permitted use to the 
permittee( s) or lessee( s) authorized to graze in the 
allotment in which the forage is available." 43 C.F.R. § 

CA22 The BLM disagrees.  As noted on page 24 of the EIS, in 
accordance with regulation pertaining to reducing permitted 
use (43 CFR 4110.3-2), alternatives that result in a reduction 
in active use AUMs to meet Rangeland Health Standards or 
make significant progress, as well as reductions in active use 
AUMs to meet ORMP management objectives, would be 
implemented by reducing permitted use. Active use AUMs no 
longer available would not be converted to suspension. Any 
reduction in AUMs requested by the permittee (Alternative 2) 
would be converted to suspension AUMs. Suspension AUMs 
held on permits prior to this activity planning process would 
continue to be held on permits as suspension. 
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4110.3-1(b); see also 43 C.F.R. § 1752(c) (FLPMA 
regulations provide that "holder of the expiring permit or 
lease shall be given first priority for receipt of the new 
permit or lease"). The Court in Public Lands Council 
recognized that the failure to "adequately safeguard" these 
rights would give rise to an as-applied challenge of the 
BLM' s actions. A unilateral cancellation of permitted use on 
the above allotments, rather than converting it to 
"suspended" use, would violate the Taylor Grazing Act. 



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
There is no information in the DEIS that the BLM ever 
conducted the required consultation or made any "reasonable 
attempt" to consult with the affected parties. 

CA23 As per 4130.3-3, “Following consultation, cooperation, and 
coordination with the affected lessees or permittees, the State 
having lands or responsible for managing resources within the 
area, and the interested public, the authorized officer may 
modify terms and conditions of the permit or lease when the 
active use or related management practices are not meeting the 
land use plan, allotment management plan or other activity 
plan, or management objectives, or is not in conformance with 
the provisions of subpart 4180 of this part. To the extent 
practical, the authorized officer shall provide to affected 
permittees or lessees, States having lands or responsibility for 
managing resources within the affected area, and the interested 
public an opportunity to review, comment and give input 
during the preparation of reports that evaluate monitoring and 
other data that are used as a basis for making decisions to 
increase or decrease grazing use, or to change the terms and 
conditions of a permit or lease.” The BLM has completed 
extensive consultation, cooperation, and coordination with all 
parties involved and continues to coordinate with parties 
affected. As outlined in Chapter 4 of EIS # DOI-BLM-ID-
B030-2012-0014-EIS, several meetings were held and 
multiple opportunities to review documents occurred. At least 
25 meetings were held with permittees, state/local agencies, or 
interested public. Additionally, draft documents (including a 
draft EIS) on several occasions were reviewed and commented 
by all parties, and several comments were received and 
responded to.  



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
Here, the preferred alternative under the DEIS proposes a 
drastic reduction in Permitted Use on the allotments. Supra. 
This cancelation of the Permittee's right to first priority in 
the receipt of a grazing permit is a taking. Indeed, under 
section 4110.3-1 (b), this "first priority" does not extend to 
canceled AUMs. See also 43 C.P.R.§ 1752(c) ("first 
priority" only extends to the "holder of the expiring permit 
or lease"). By canceling the AUMs, the BLM would 
essentially revoke the right to a first priority. Under Idaho 
Law, this constitutes a taking and "just compensation" must 
be paid. 

CA24 Grazing preference is defined by the grazing regulations as "a 
superior or priority position against others for the purpose of 
receiving a grazing permit or lease." When BLM reduces 
AUMs to protect the environment (as was done in this case), 
BLM does not cancel or impact a permittee's right to first 
priority in the receipt of a grazing permit. Accordingly, there is 
no taking of the preference under State or Federal law. In any 
case, a permittee does not have a cognizable property interest 
in either a grazing permit, or to a specific number of AUMs on 
a grazing permit, under federal law takings law. To the extent 
that the protest argues that a State can create a cognizable 
property interest in a federal grazing permit through State 
statute and then charge BLM when that permit is modified, 
BLM can find no support for that argument. Though the Idaho 
Code may refer to a "grazing preference right," it is important 
to remember that a federal grazing permit is really just a 
revocable privilege to graze on federal lands. 

Many Permittees have acquired water rights under State law 
for the watering of their cattle that graze on the allotments. 
In Idaho, a water right is a property right. I. C. § 55-101. As 
such, the right to use that water cannot be taken without just 
compensation. Here, the reduction in AUMs constitutes a 
regulatory taking, because it limits the Permittees' ability to 
use their 
property rights. 

CA25 Grazing preference is defined by the grazing regulations as "a 
superior or priority position against others for the purpose of 
receiving a grazing permit or lease." When BLM reduces 
AUMs to protect the environment (as was done in this case), 
BLM does not cancel or impact a permittee's right to first 
priority in the receipt of a grazing permit. Accordingly, there is 
no taking of the preference under State or Federal law. In any 
case, a permittee does not have a cognizable property interest 
in either a grazing permit, or to a specific number of AUMs on 
a grazing permit, under federal law takings law. To the extent 
that the protest argues that a State can create a cognizable 
property interest in a federal grazing permit through State 
statute and then charge BLM when that permit is modified, 
BLM can find no support for that argument. Though the Idaho 
Code may refer to a "grazing preference right," it is important 
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to remember that a federal grazing permit is really just a 
revocable privilege to graze on federal lands. 

The DEIS must consider that any decision preventing a 
Permittee from using its adjudicated water rights would 
constitute a takings. 

CA26 BLM's decision to reduce AUMs on three of the four 
allotments at issue does not preclude all grazing use on the 
allotments. Accordingly, the permittees can still maximize use 
of their water rights (to the extent that they exist) and there is 
no taking under federal or state law. That being said, the 
protest does not identify any specific water right at issue and 
does not explain how or why BLM's grazing management on 
federal lands renders the water right completely unusable or 
worthless. Keep in mind that reasonable regulation of a 
property right (assuming one exists in this case) does not 
amount to a taking. 

We have only owned this property for the past 2 years and 
have run on the BLM allotment for 5years.  So I do not see 
how a decision can be made for an allotment based on 8 
years ago. 

CDH01 The BLM completes NEPA analysis on current conditions  of 
the resource including the management actions that lead to 
those conditions as described in Chapter 3 Affected 
Environment of the EIS.  The affected environment is a 
description of the existing environment to be affected by the 
proposed action (40 CFR 1502.15). 

The DEIS states that the Madriaga allotment is degraded and 
the soil is bad with creek erosion.  To correct this statement, 
how can an allotment soil change at a fence line from 
another allotment that clearly has the same grass abundance 
and brush cover, but not have different soil content. 

CDH02 Vegetation and soil type may be similar between pastures 
delineated by fence lines though it is the impacts to the soils of 
each pasture that defines degrading conditions. Unfortunately, 
the specifics to Mr. Hensley’s comment are missing and makes 
it difficult to reply to: which pasture/fence line, which section 
of the DEIS (soils or riparian in regards to “soil is bad with 
creek erosion”), or does the comment actually refer to the Soil 
Specialist Report (separate from DEIS) that mentions 
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degradation of a dry creek bed for Upland Watershed 
conditions? Section 3.5.2.2. in the DEIS states that the 
Madriaga allotment, particularly pasture 2 (along with several 
other allotments), is “not meeting Standard 1 due to signs of 
impaired watershed function (Table SOIL-6) indicative of soil 
surface erosion, water runoff, and litter movement. Increased 
pedestaling of plants, and in some cases rocks, along with 
mechanical damage to soils by livestock hoof action, have 
affected soil structure, while localized compaction [ ] inhibits 
plant growth and has led to a loss in infiltration capacity. As a 
result, soil surface loss and degradation has occurred, as 
evidenced in increased historical and active erosional patterns 
and localized bare ground. “ This statement is based findings 
that considered past rangeland health assessments, ground 
cover trend, as well as a site visit on July 25, 2012  (see Soil 
Specialist Report p. 46 and 2012 Field Report Stop 101; both 
in project file) that noted widespread soil disturbances from 
physical hoof impacts and active and historic erosion  relics. 

Another issue with the DEIS statement is that Posey Creek’s 
banks are eroded.  The problem with this statement is that it 
is labeled a creek when in fact it is a run off stream that only 
has water in it from April to May maybe, depending on 
snow amounts and rain. This stream has never run year 
round and never will do to its nature.   

CDH03 BLM PFC protocol directs to assess both perennial and 
intermittent streams. 

Also it should be noted that a road was built by the BLM 
that goes through the creek and follows directly on the bank, 
in which case; every site seer, hunter, and off road user 
wants to use it.  And from the amount of tire tracks along 
this streams banks would indicate that human use is causing 
the majority of the bank erosion.   

CDH04 per the PFC field data sheet- the additional impacts from the 
road were noted.  However, the 17 indicators that make up the 
PFC checklist identified issues attributable to livestock 
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This allotment has several improvements that we have been 
trying to request, but each time where told not to ask 
because it would not happen.  We requested a water tank to 
replace and move a tire tank that has not been usable due to 
damage.  By adding this additional water tank it would allow 
the cows to spread out more and utilize additional forage 
away from the existing water spots.  

CDH05 BLM's considered alternatives with range improvements but 
eliminated them from detailed study in section 2.4 of the EIS 
due to time limitations and funding. No new project 
construction or reconstruction is considered within any 
alternative of this NEPA document. In addition, no juniper 
treatments, active restoration of seedings or plant 
communities, or removal of range improvements, including 
water developments or fences will be analyzed. Regarding 
consideration for additional range projects, from the outset of 
this process, BLM has clearly communicated during permittee 
meetings in 2012 that new range projects would not be 
included in these grazing permit renewals. In these meetings, 
BLM communicated that it would not be possible to use range 
projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards and land-use 
plan objectives because inadequate time existed to complete 
both the pre-NEPA project layout and design and the required 
pre-surveys and clearances that are necessary to allow for an 
adequate NEPA analysis of site-specific impacts associated 
with new range projects. Analysis of consequences of any new 
project construction or reconstruction may be addressed 
through a separate NEPA analysis and will not be included in 
this EIS. 

I would also like to add in the fact that this allotment is also 
a trialing route for a band of sheep that stops for the night at 
the reservoir to water.  I have seen firsthand the overuse that 
sheep cause when they are allowed to stay directly at a water 
source.  They significantly over eat any foliage within a 200 
yard radius making this area grubbed down to dirt and 
running off any other livestock or wildlife that depends upon 
that water.  

CDH06 The BLM is aware of the effects from livestock watering at 
reservoirs.  This is associated with the affected environment, 
however the BLM recognizes that livestock need to water and 
manage these reservoirs accordingly. 
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We have been told by BLM utilization member that we were 
only at 9% utilization.  9%, just 9% use, so I am not sure 
how it was decided that we are overusing this area. 

CDH07 The BLM agrees that upland utilization data for the Madriaga 
allotment is sufficient.  Standard 4 is not being met and 
livestock grazing is not the causal factor as stated in appendix 
E determination.  However, standards 1, 2, 3, 7 and 8 are not 
being met and current livestock grazing is a causal factor  
these standards are associated with riparian soils and sensitive 
species.  Standards 5 and 6 are not applicable to this allotment. 

Also in pasture 1 it was noted by us that you have a private 
spring (Summer camp Spring) on the map with a repairing 
area on it.  I believe it is safe to say that is a problem.  The 
tanks in this allotment are fed by this private spring while 
any livestock is in this area.  We have requested additional 
water tanks to be moved in an offset fashion, away from the 
center to allow the cows to spread more evenly throughout 
the area and to not overload one individual spot, but have 
been denied, stating the BLM has no time to do these 
improvements. I am not sure that they understand that we 
can do this, we just need the supplies.  

CDH08 See BLM response to CDH05. 

Another spring (Stanford Spring) is not really a spring at all. 
It is wet due to the pipeline letting water out of a pipe that 
used to feed a water tank at one time in that spot.  If this area 
is a problem we have stated that it should be fenced or the 
pipe to be directed in another direction.  There is great 
potential for this field and there should be no need to 
decrease the cow numbers at all as they have not affected the 
foliage amounts at all. 

CDH09 Summer Camp Spring was removed from the assessment, EIS, 
and the BLM riparian database b/c it falls on private land. 

As for the Franconi FFR, this is fenced federal that is 
included with private ground.  Per the state, this ground is to 
be used at the owner’s discretion, so to decrease the number 
of cows in this field is an issue.   

CDH10 The BLM agrees that Fenced Federal Range allotment are a 
management challenge; however the number of cattle would 
only reflect the management on the BLM managed land in 
Franconi allotment in Alternative 3. 
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Every creek you have listed on the DEIS is invalid.  The few 
gulches in this allotment are run off streams and only run 
when the snow starts to melt, in this case for about a month 
in April or May.  You have stated that Cow Creek banks are 
deteriorated, but I would like to point out that not one place 
that Cow Creek runs through us is on BLM or FFR ground.  
This is private ground and I have a map that can be provided 
from the BLM that clearly shows this, which brings me to 
understand that you had no business or approval to be near 
Cow Creek, as the Franconi FFR is on a ridge parallel to 
Cow Creek, divided by private ground. This creek is in great 
shape, the banks are not deteriorated and there is abundance 
of willows along this creek that provide much needed shade, 
protection and water for the livestock and wildlife in the 
area.    

CDH11 Although the majority of Cow Creek that flows through the G2 
allotmenets occurs on private lands, there are segments that 
flow on BLM- Joint, Ferris FFR, Franconi FFR, Soca Creek; 
approximately 2.0 miles).  Specific to the Francon FFR- no 
assessments for Cow Creek were presented 

I also might add that certain BLM officials actually put a 
trend plot on private ground to be told about it and then a 
week later realize that this was in fact correct and had to 
come back out without calling first to move this trend to the 
correct area which was pointed out the first trip and still is 
currently sitting on private ground.   

CDH13 Thank you for your comment. 

For one to wait until June when water is low and cattle 
would then have to bunch around the water that is left would 
cause a mess, it would also leave many grasses that need to 
be eaten when green and short at the first of the season to 
grow tall and dry (medusa head rye for example) as nothing 
will eat it after it turns.   Not to mention the wildlife that 
would potential leave the area such as antelope that follow 
the cows as they like the short grasses that the cows uncover 
as well as the deer that feel safe within a herd of cows.   

CDH14 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment. 
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The grouping and sub grouping of the 25 allotments and 
separate presentations of information throughout the 700 
pages of the Group 2 DEIS makes it extremely difficult to 
locate and consider all of the information applicable to a 
particular allotment within the time frame allowed. 

CGA01 The BLM agrees that combining all 25 allotments had its challenges to 
analysis and display.  However the BLM has met its requirements in 
accordance with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy.   To ease with the 
navigation through the FEIS, BLM will include an Index in the document 
which will allow the reader to navigate the document by allotment, resource, 
or other area of interest.   

In order to facilitate a better and more informed comment, 
each of the elements of review and associated information 
should be presented by allotment in the DEIS. The detail of 
the DEIS is largely derived from the specialist reports. The 
600 pages of information in the combined Soil Specialist 
Report, Vegetation Specialist Report, Riparian I Water 
Specialist Reports, and Wildlife Specialist Report should be 
included in the DEIS or made available as an appendices 
without requiring a separate request for each report. 

CGA02 See BLM comment for CGA01.  

The DEIS functionally disregards statutory and regulatory 
mandates and BLM policy by failing to initiate and carry out 
careful and considered Consultation, Coordination, and 
Cooperation (CCC) with CGA and other permittees. 
FLPMA (43 USC§ 1752 (d) & (e)) requires such CCC with 
permittees in the development of or the modification of 
Allotment Management Plans (AMP) unless the Secretary 
(Authorized Officer) determines that an AMP is not 
necessary. In the case of the 8 CGA allotments the DEIS 
does not report any prior or current determination that an 
AMP is not necessary. Absent such determination, an AMP 
is 
necessary and requires the careful and considered 
Consultation, Coordination, and Cooperation (CCC) as 
prescribed by FLPMA. The lack of CCC is plainly 
documented in the DEIS, which reports only one meeting 
with the CGA in regard to their application for permit 
renewal and that meeting occurred prior to their submitting 

CGA03 See BLM Response to OCC06.  
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such application. (DEIS at 318). 

However, the DEIS does not report any current or prior 
determination that an AMP is not necessary and does not 
report any effort to engage in CCC as required by FLPMA 
for revision of an existing AMP. The DEIS functionally 
eliminates the Blackstock Springs allotment AMP in favor 
of some other option for determining management without 
consulting CGA or making a formal determination that the 
AMP is not necessary.  

CGA04 See BLM Response to OCC06.  

The Grazing Regulations, Subpart 41 00-Grazing 
Administration- Exclusive of Alaska (October 1, 2005 
edition) requires CCC with permittees under Sub Sections § 
4110.3-2 Decreasing permitted use,§ 4110.3-3. 
Implementing reductions in permitted use and§ 4130.3-3 
Modification of permits or leases. The CCC contemplated in 
the Grazing Regulations clearly applies in part to 7 of the 8 
CGA allotments and all alternatives, particularly 
Alternatives 3, 4, and 6 relative. 

CGA05 See BLM Response to OCC 20 and 21. 
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The failure of the BLM to engage in meaningful CCC is in 
conflict with the ORMP July 1999 Final EIS ( 1999 FEIS), 
which states, "The livestock operators that are permitted to 
graze on public lands. land owners within allotments as well 
as state agencies responsible for managing lands with the 
affected allotment would enter a process of consultation, 
cooperation and coordination prior to the issuance 
o(proposed decisions. "(1999 FEIS Vol. 1 at C-55). Failure 
to conduct CCC in this abbreviated permit renewal process 
denies CGA an opportunity to express their concerns for the 
management of their 25,565 acres of their private, leased 
and state grazing lands within the 8 affected allotments. The 
DEIS does not report any proposal or intent to enter into a 
process of careful and considered CCC with CGA prior to 
issuance of a proposed decision. 

CGA06 See BLM Response to OCC06.  

The DEIS reports that "Alternative 7- Range Improvements" 
was considered but rejected (DEIS at 68). However, early 
notice of an intention to prohibit certain grazing 
management practices that would otherwise assist in 
meeting management objectives is not a valid reason for 
exclusion. Furthermore, BLMs failure to act immediately on 
the "settlement agreement" does not now justify actions that 
are contrary to The FLPMA, The ORMP, The ISHR and The 
Grazing Regulations. 

CGA07 See BLM Response to OCC04. 
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The DEIS clearly denies the use of range facilities to meet 
ORMP objectives and ISRH standards even though such 
facilities are directed by the ISRH and affirmed in the 
ORMP and DEIS itself. ISRH standard 7 (Water Quality) in 
particular is achieved in part through implementation of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs). The failure to consider 
range improvement eliminated several BMPs that are 
routinely implemented by Natural Resources Conservation 
Service and Soil Conservation Districts in cooperation with 
private landowners to achieve water quality standards. There 
is no rational basis for requiring compliance with the Idaho 
Water Quality Standards on the public land and at the same 
time denying use ofBMP range improvements that would 
specifically improve water quality to meet those standards. 

CGA08 See BLM Response to OCC04. 

The DEIS failure to include range improvements to 
implement grazing management that achieves ORMP 
objectives and ISRH standards is plainly in conflict with the 
ORMP and thus violates the FLPMA mandate to manage in 
accordance with Land Use Plans. Inherent in a sustained 
level of livestock use is economic and functional feasibility 
which can only be determined through CCC with the 
affected operator(s). CGA was not consulted in regard to the 
feasibility of Alternatives 3, 4 or 6. 

CGA09 See BLM Response to OCC04. 

Trend is the only actual monitoring method cited in the 
ORMP with the rest being assessment methods. BLM has 
failed to collect any new ecological site inventory 
information since the late 1970s so the adjustment of 
stocking rates cannot be based on this element of the ORMP 
guidance. 

CGA10 See BLM response to OCC07. 
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actual utilization estimates are extremely limited. For 
example from 1998 to 2011 livestock utilization data is only 
available for 2 years in the Elephant Butte allotment, 4 years 
in the Rats Nest allotment and 5 years in the Alkali-Wildcat, 
Blackstock Springs and Jackson Creek allotments. The 
utilization data alone is clearly insufficient to make any 
reliable estimate of proper stocking rates. Furthermore, the 
available information indicates, as the DEIS admits, that 
utilization rates are consistent with meeting management 
objectives. 

CGA11 See BLM Response to OCC07. 

The DEIS further references Appendix C-2 for information 
regarding stocking rates. However, Appendix C-2 merely 
reports the proposed new stocking rates. Nowhere in the 
DEIS is there an explanation of how the "monitoring and 
assessment" prescribed in the ORMP was used to arrive at 
any particular stocking rate. In the absence of any rational to 
justify the adjustments of 
stocking rates they are simply arbitrary numbers. 

CGA12 See BLM Response to OCC07 and 08. 

It is significant that the Rats Nest and Sands Basin 
allotments are the only ones among the 25 with periodic 
high levels of utilization and are allotments where excess 
wild horses have yearlong grazing privileges. The 
information in Appendix B fails to reveal that wild horse 
numbers in the Rats Nest and Sands Basin allotments 
regularly and significantly exceed the forage allocation. In 
particular the Rats Nest allotment regularly exceeds the wild 
horse forage allocation by 400+%. 

CGA13 See BLM response to AWHP02 and OCC16. 
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The DEIS reports that trend monitoring is primarily 
determined through use of the Nested Plot Frequency 
Transect protocol. (DIES at 94). While this method can 
identify change in plant frequency within the 100 foot 
square evaluation site, inference of the results to larger areas 
is highly subjective and problematic and must be adequately 
justified by the circumstances in each case. NPFT results can 
be substantially influenced by location, elevation, aspect, 
soil type, range site, and proximity to water, fences or roads 
as well as other factors that may have changed since a site 
was selected. (Interagency Technical Reference, 
Sampling Vegetation Attributes, 1999 at 3). All of these 
factors must be examined and analyzed relative to pertinent 
features of the larger pasture or allotment. The DEIS 
presents no information pertaining to stratification and 
selection of sample sites or ongoing evaluation of the 
continued relevance of each site. 

CGA14 The BLM established the sampling locations in accordance 
with the Interagency Tech Ref. Sampling Vegeation 
Attributes, 1999. These key areas were selected using an 
interdisciplinary team and in some cases permittees and or 
lessees were present at the time of selection of these sites and 
are still viable locations.  The BLM key areas were selected to 
represent the BLM portion of the pastures and the BLM 
recognizes that this may not represent private portions of those 
pastures. 

The Vegetation Specialist Report alleges that the sample site 
results represent change throughout the associated pastures 
or allotments. However, inferring change within the 100 foot 
square sample site to a broader pasture or allotment is 
extremely problematic as discussed above. Since sample 
sites are not randomly located no statistical inference is 
possible (Interagency Technical Reference, Sampling 
Vegetation Attributes, 1999 at 3). Thus, any inference of 
frequency change in the test site to a larger area is based 
solely on judgment as to whether site factors are 
meaningfully representative of a larger area. While the 
NPFT locations are identified as key areas there is no 
explanation or confirmation of the initial or continuing 
validity of inference of change beyond the site itself Most of 
the sites were established in the 1980s and many changes 

CGA15 The BLM looked at each trend site and used professional 
judgment as to how to incorporate the data for determination 
of rangeland health.  During the analysis the BLM noticed a 
trend site located near a boundary fence (in Alkali -Wildcat 
allotment) however; this site was still adequate for detecting 
grazing responses to vegetation on the allotment.  Another 
example: Two of the 5 trend sites were established in the 
Blackstock Springs allotment with a BLM ID Team and 
permittees in 1989 in selecting the key areas (Trend sheets in 
project record). The other three trend sites were selected with a 
BLM ID Team.  Criteria for Selecting Key Areas for the 
locations on the Chipmunk grazing allotments still remain 
viable for determining trend.  



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
have occurred since then, such as cross fencing, water 
developments and wildfire occurrence that all need to be 
evaluated as to their influence on the continued relevance of 
the older key areas. The DEIS presents no information 
relating to the value of each site for representing change 
over a broader area. 

In addition, NPFT interpretation presents problems when a 
particular species is found to have decreased then increases 
and then again decrease in frequency over time. Such change 
can be attributed to, natural fluctuation, variation in plant 
distribution within the sample site, misidentification of 
species or actual change in plant frequency. However, 
decreases in 
forage species frequency is almost always attributed to 
livestock grazing impact but this does not explain prior 
frequency increases under the same grazing management. 
For example the Veg. Specialist Report (at 32) in reference 
to the Alkali-Wildcat allotment states, "There has been a 
short-term increase and long-term decrease of bluebunch 
wheatgrass at both sites." Clearly, these plant frequencies 
increased as well as decreased under the same consistent 
livestock grazing practices. It is illogical to attribute plant 
frequency declines to grazing use when at other times the 

CGA16 Opinion noted.  Trend information was one of many data used 
to determine if current livestock grazing was a causal factor in 
failing to meet Idaho Rangeland Health Standards. Also see 
BLM Response to CGA14 and 15. 
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frequency has increased under the same grazing use. 

The Veg. Report discussions of vegetation change at NPFT 
sites repeatedly report short or long term increases or 
decreases in plant frequency. However, the discussions do 
not cite any statistical analysis confirming those assertions. 
Absent statistical verification, it is not possible to state with 
any level of confidence that any change has occurred in 
plant frequencies at a given NPFT site. Even with statistical 
verification that a plant frequency has changed it remains to 
be determined whether that change can be inferred beyond 
the site itself and the cause of the change remains to be 
discovered. 

CGA17 All of the BLM trend data is statistically analyzed.  As 
discussed in the Appendix B page 146 of the EIS, "At each site 
and for each species, the total number of hits for the 20 
quadrats per belt was used as the sampling unit, providing an n 
= 5 for each site/species/year combination. The largest plot 
size (plot 4, 50 cm x 50 cm) of the nested frequency set was 
used for each species. The five samples per site were averaged 
and the standard deviation calculated. Then a paired, two-
tailed Student's T test was run to determine whether the 
difference between the means of two adjacent sampling years 
(i.e. 1989 to 2003 and 2003 to 2009) was significantly 
different at p < 0.1." 
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The IIRH states that it is to be used among other things to "• 
Provide a preliminary evaluation of soil/site stability, 
hydrologic function, and biotic integrity, • Provide early 
warnings of potential problems and opportunities" and 
further it is not to be used to "• Identify the causes) of 
resource problems or • Independently make grazing and 
other management changes". (IIRH at 
1 ). The plain wording of the IIRH shows that it is not an 
appropriate protocol, by itself, for making a final range 
health determination and yet in many cases no other 
information is available. 

CGA18 As per Technical Reference 1734-6, "This protocol is NOT to 
be used to:  * Identify the cause(s) of resource problems, * 
Independently make grazing and other management changes, * 
Monitor land or determine trend, * Independently generate 
national or regional assessments of rangeland health."  Due to 
a lack of funding and higher priority allotments that require 
monitoring and a lack of permittee submittal of "Actual Use 
Grazing Reports" (violation of terms and conditions), there is 
limited data available for the use of making rangeland health 
evaluations/determinations.  Therefore, we used our most up to 
date information, including but not limited to site visits, 
utilization data, actual use, permittee discussions about actual 
grazing use, and literature to make determinations. 

The Soil Report notes the same lack of reference sheets and 
confirms that the IIRH protocol was not followed. "This 
procedure compares 17 indicators to reference Ecological 
Site Descriptions (USDA NRCS 2010 draft) and expresses a 
degree of departure ftom what is expected." (Soil Report at 
3) The Veg. Report and Soil Report both show that 
Ecological Site Descriptions were used to assess the degree 
of departure for each of the 17 indicators on the IIRH Site 
Evaluation Sheet. Thus, the results are necessarily unreliable 
for assessment of either Standard 1 or Standard 4. 

CGA19 Although Version 3 of the 2000 IIRH provided guidance to 
visit an ecological reference area (ERA) to understand the 
conditions under which ecological processes are functioning 
within a normal range of variability, the requirement that a 
reference sheet be developed was not part of the technical 
reference until Version 4 (2005). Protocol in Version 3 of the 
2000 IIRH, which was applicable during the time of 
assessments in 2003, was followed using the concept of ERAs 
outlined in Step 2 where a journeyman soil scientist with long-
term experience in the relevant ecological sites (including the 
Owyhee Field Office) coordinated training and assisted crews 
of qualified members that returned year after year. The crews 
compiled and maintained reference notebooks with photos and 
notes that were used while completing RHAs, consistent with 
generating “reference information based on their knowledge of 
the range of spatial and temporal variability apparent in a 
particular site” (IIRH 2000). Collection of the RHAs therefore 
followed protocols identified in Version 3 (2000) of the 
technical reference applicable during the time of assessments 
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in 2003, and are equivalent to the development of reference 
sheets that are required in the more current version 4 (2005). 
BLM has every confidence that the RHAs completed in the 
early 2000s are reliable indicators of rangeland health.  If 
BLM believed that they were not reliable, we would not be 
using them. 

The Veg. Report states that a "preponderance of evidence" 
approach was used to select the appropriate departure 
category for each attribute. The decision was based on where 
the majority of indicators for each attribute fell and a rating 
based on professional judgment that considered whether an 
indicator was particularly important for the site. Such an 
approach therefore excluded the use of a numerical indicator 
tally and heavily relied on a summary of all available 
information which was often very limited, incomplete, or 
non-existent." Emphasis added. (Veg. Report at 147) The 
IIRH protocol states, reliance on professional judgment 
cannot substitute for use of the Reference Sheet, thus, the 
above statement confirms yet another departure from the 
IIRH protocol. 

CGA20 The Veg report is simply disclosing that the Rangeland Health 
Field Assessments had limited quanitative data to back up the 
calls.   Version 3 of the 2000 IIRH, which was applicable 
during the time of assessments in 2003, states on p. 38 "This 
procedure relies upon the collective experience and knowledge 
of the evaluator(s) to classify each indicator and then to 
interpret the collective rating for the indicators into one 
summary rating of departure for each attribute. The rating of 
each indicator and the interpretation into a collective rating for 
each attribute is not apprentice level work. This procedure has 
been developed for use by experienced, knowledgeable 
evaluator(s). It is not intended that this assessment procedure 
be used by new and/or inexperienced or temporary type 
employees without training and assistance by more 
experienced and knowledgeable employees"  The approach is 
NOT to be used to: 
• Identify the cause(s) of resource problems. 
• Make grazing and other management decisions. 
• Monitor land or determine trend. 
• Independently generate national or regional assessments of 
rangeland health.                                                                                                                                                                                      
Therefore, we used our most up to date information, including 
but not limited to site visits, utilization data, actual use, 
permittee discussions about actual grazing use, and literature 
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to make determinations.   

The Veg. Report asserts that a "preponderance of evidence" 
was used to select departure ratings for soil/site stability, 
hydrologic function and biotic integrity; however, this 
statement is contradicted by noting that final ratings were 
based on professional judgment that relied heavily on other 
information that was " ... often very limited, incomplete, or 
nonexistent." 
The Veg Report states that the tally of results for 
establishing the preponderance of evidence was precluded 
by the application of "professional judgment". 

CGA21 See BLM response to CGA20. 

However, the Soil Report relates that conclusions by the on-
site assessment team who completed the evaluation were 
altered by the permit renewal ID Team who had no 
knowledge of conditions existing on the site in 2003. The 
Soil Report states that, "Letters in italics display final ratings 
determined during the interdisciplinary team revision in 
2012 where the original call from 2003 was changed based 
on all available information". Emphasis added. (Soil Report 
at 58). Thus, the summary and final rating by the onsite 
evaluation team was in some cases altered by the permit 
renewal ID team. Again, the alteration of protocol 
removes any credibility from the reported results. 

CGA22 See BLM Response to OCC11. 
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Since the Soil Resources Specialist Report is based on the 
same TR -1734-6 IIRH protocol as the Veg. Report, it 
suffers from the same deficiencies. The complete results of 
the assessments that are erroneously reported to be in 
accordance with IIRH protocol are presented in the Soil 
Report at pages 53-66. This data shows that final ratings for 
soil/site stability, hydrologic function and biotic integrity 
were not based on the preponderance of evidence standard 
established in the IIRH protocol but on ID team 
modifications. 

CGA23 Out of a total 89 RHFAs, 3 individual attribute calls were 
changed (p. 58 and 61) - this leaves more than 99 percent of 
the RHFAs in an unmodified format. As stated in CGA22, the 
changes in attribute ratings for 0.03 percent of the (3) RHFAs 
were made with good reason after reviewing all available data 
and, in the end, would not have resulted in a different 
determination of whether a pasture/allotment was meeting or 
not. 

examination of some PFC check sheets for spring/wetland 
assessments in the Blackstock Springs allotment show the 
process was completed by just two individuals and no 
information is given as to their training in hydrology, 
vegetation and soils or their experience and training in 
assessing spring systems using the PFC protocol. The 
knowledge, experience and training is significant in that the 
PFC checklist field sheets for unnamed springs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
and 9 indicate they are erroneously rated as Functional-at-
Risk when they should be rated as Proper Functioning 
Condition. Four of these check sheets with a final rating of 
Functional-at risk had all "yes" answers and therefore are 
required by the protocol to be rated at PFC not FAR. 

CGA24 See BLM Response to OCC13. 
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The Water Report asserts that a number of unnamed 
ephemeral and intermittent drainages are on the Idaho DEQ 
303(d) list by virtue of being a tributary and within listed 
stream Assessment Unit drainage. However, the 303( d) 
stream lists, maps and other available information from the 
Idaho DEQ (Mid Snake River/Succor Creek Subbasin Five 
Year Review, Sept 2011) and (Jordan Creek Subbasin 
Assessment and TMDL, December 2009.) specifically 
identify only the 303(d) listed streams and the associated 
Assessment Unit. (See map MSS-TMDL at 3) (JC-TMDL at 
63). Thus the mapping of and assertions that certain 
ephemeral drainages are "on the 303(d)" is a BLM 
interpretation not an official position of the Idaho DEQ. For 
example the Riparian Report asserts that certain ephemeral 
drainage systems in pasture 4 of the Sands Basin allotment 
are 'on the 303(d) list". This claim appears to be based on the 
simple fact that these ephemeral dry drainages are tributaries 
to McBride Creek not on their significance relative to the 
303( d) list. 

CGA25 BLM has met with IDEQ on two occasions (6/21 & 7/10- 
2013).  Inconsistencies bewteen DEQ 2010 spatial dataset and 
the information on the integrated map browser were discussed 
and a solution formulated.  All DEQ data has been re-
evaluated and updates made throughout the EIS.  Specifically, 
see Table RIPN 3. Also see BLM Response to OCC14 and 15. 

These drainages only carry water during snow melt in the 
early spring and do not relate to any water quality issue. 
Similar circumstance applies to the Blackstock Springs and 
Jackson Creek Allotments. All ephemeral and most 
intermittent stream segments should be excluded from 
further assessment or consideration as they do not affect the 
quality of listed waters. The water temperature data cited in 
the Water Report should be removed because the 
temperature criterion is no longer applicable due to the 
IDEQ movement to the Potential Natural Vegetation model 
for a temperature standard. (TMDL Review at 5, 10, & 18) 

CGA26 Per BLMs meeting with IDEQ on 6/21/2013, the 2010 
Integrated report data that identifies 303(d) streams was used 
to assess Standard 7.  Both BLM and IDEQ assess intermittent 
streams when flows are optimal.  Changes per the Water 
Resources Specialsit Report Addendum have been made 
throughout the FEIS related to Standard 7.  Changes include 
reference to whre PNV was applied.  However, numeric 
temperature criteria still applies. 
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The Riparian/Water Specialist Report (Riparian Report) 
states that there are two questions to be answered by the 
assessment 1) Is the allotment meeting the Idaho Standards 
for Rangeland Health (ISRH)? And 2) If, the allotment is not 
meeting the ISRH, is it making significant progress toward 
meeting the ISRH?" (Riparian Report at 4). However, 
neither the DEIS nor the Riparian Report provide any 
riparian trend information with which to evaluate significant 
progress. Thus the second question cannot be answered and 
a valid determination cannot be completed for ISRH 
standards 2, 3, and 7. 

CGA27 See BLM Response to OCC15. 

The DEIS alleges that the Rats Nest allotment is not 
meeting ISRH Standards 1, 2, 3, 4 and 8 and that livestock 
grazing is a significant causal factor. Cattle utilization in 
2011, the last year of record, averaged only 9% from 10 
sample sites after cattle were moved off the allotment. (Veg. 
Report at 174). In late August of 2012 horse utilization 
resulted in levels of 42 to 62% (EA- DOI-BLM-ID-B030-
2012-0010-EA at 116). The yearlong use by horses (35 head 
for 12 months= 420 AUMs) approximates the average use 
by cattle (1997-2011 = 458 AUMs) and is the primary factor 
related to the upland rating for standards 1 and 4. Cattle are 
in the allotment less than two months and are gone by late 
May which would allow riparian standards 2 and 3 to 
improve rapidly but for the yearlong use by horses. Clearly, 
cattle grazing management practices are not a significant 
factor relative to standards 2 or 3. The finding that Standard 
8 (T &E & SS species) is not met is based on the same data 
used to assess standards 1 to 4. (DEIS at 13) Therefore, as 
noted above, current livestock grazing practices cannot be a 
causal factor for Standard 8. 

CGA28 See BLM response to CGA13 and 16.  Riparian reasource 
constraints were developed based on current BLM direction 
and  literature, and were incorporated into Alts 3 and 4 based 
on both presence and Standard determinations. 
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The DEIS reports that no special status plant species occur 
or are not affected by livestock grazing in the CGA 
allotments. (DEIS at 252-253). The data, information and 
analysis rationale relative to Standard 8 are provided in the 
Wildlife Specialist Report (Wildlife Report). The Veg 
Report states that, "Upland special status [wildlife] species 
habitats were assessed by using the same data that was used 
to assess native, seeded, and exotic plant communities under 
Standard 4 ". And "Riparian special status [wildlife] species 
habitats were assessed using infOrmation presented in 
Standard 2" (V eg. Report at 149). The 
reliance on information from Standards 2 or 4 or both to 
evaluate Standard 8 is further documented in Appendix C-2 
at Table 2 (un-paginated). The table shows that, in every 
case where Standards 2 and/or 4 were not be met and current 
livestock grazing practices were alleged to be a significant 
causal factor, Standard 8 was in the same category. 
Consequently, the inadequacies of the application of the 
IIRH and PFC assessment protocols are equally relevant to 
the quality of assessment data relied on to evaluate Standard 
8. 

CGA29 The BLM appreciates the commet. However, the coment is 
confusing, but I think you are referring to the relationship of 
the Standards and how the assessment, evaluations, and 
deteminations were used. In respects to wildlife, 3 focal 
species were selected because of the broad represnetation of 
upland (sage-grouse), stream (Columbia redband trout), and 
wetland/springs/streams (Columbia spotted frog) habitats. 
Standard 8 assessed and evaluated upland and riparian habitat 
conditions and generated determinations using the information 
from all eight Standards. Part of the purpose for Table WDLF-
3, page 220 was to show the relationship between Standard 8 
and the other importance of other Standards to the 
sustainibility of upland and riparian associate species.  

The DEIS fails to be more specific to determine whether any 
of these species are relevant to the 8 CGA allotments. The 
DEIS presents no specific information directly indicating 
that habitat conditions for any of the listed sensitive species 
in any of the 8 CGA allotments is unsuitable to mqintain 
viable populations. Absent such information it is not 
possible to make a determination on any of the 8 CGA 
allotments relative to any of the noted "special status 
species". 

CGA30 In respects to wildlife, a focal species approach was used 
assess, and evaluate habitat conditions in the Chipmunk Group 
allotments. The Wildlife Specialist identified if that species or 
habitat that it uses was identified within the allotment such as 
PPH/PGH habitat for greater sage-grouse (Table WDLF-1, 
page 210 and Map WDLF-3), perennial streams that are 
identified as Columbia River redband trout streams (Map 
WDLF-4), and modeled distribution of Columbia spotted frog 
(Map WDLF-4). The BLM is also quided by Special Status 
Species Manual 6840 that directs the management of special 
status species to occur so as not to contribute to any future 
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listing under the ESA. In regards to special status plants, 
please find under Existing Condition in Section 3.7.1 of the 
EIS a summary of habitat conditions provided on a species by 
species basis. A more detailed description is available in the 
Special Status Plants Specialist Report. 

The conflicting assertions as to the information most relied 
on to evaluate Standard 8 are unresolved between the Veg 
Report and Wildlife Report. 

CGA31 Qualitative and quanitative vegetation data (e.g. rangeland 
trend monitoring, rangeland health assessments, sage-grouse 
habitat assessments) were collected in a majority of the 
allotments. Ideally, the data would be consistent and support 
the findings of the other methods. However, different data 
collection methods, purpose, ecological site, and locations can 
present varying results. This did occur for a few of the 
allotments, but was the exception rather than the rule. If an 
inconsistency was identified, team specialists worked together 
to reconcile the irregularity or disclosed a rational for the 
discrepancy in the determinations.   
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The Wildlife Report states that, "For clarification. Sandberg 
bluegrass [POSE] was not included in generating average 
perennial grass canopy cover estimates (or sagegrouse 
breeding habitat suitability. This approach is consistent with 
A Framework to Assist in Making Sensitive Species Habitat 
Assessments (or BLM-Administered Public Lands in Idaho 
(USDI BLM 2000) and provided information on more robust 
perennial grasses with greater effective growth form and 
vertical height. " (Wildlife Report at 18). However, the 
clarification does not disclose whether POSE was left out of 
the evaluation on all sites or only those sites where its 
growth potential is less than 7 inches. This species is 
responsive to temperature and moisture regimes that favor or 
disfavor growth and production and therefore the 
circumstances at the time of assessment can greatly 
influence plant stature, its ability to provide ground level 
cover and consequently the results of the Sage-grouse 
habitat assessment, depending on whether POSE was 
included in the evaluation is excluded from the assessment. 
The Wildlife Report also cites (USDI BLM 2010) as the 
source for tables WDLF-3 to 6 at 18-20. 

CGA32 Before 2010, sage-grouse habitat assessment information used 
to assess/evaluate plant community composition and structure 
was collected using "A Framwork to Assist in Making 
Sensitive Species Habitat Assessments for BLM-Administered 
Public lands in Idaho (USDI BLM 2000)." After 2010, the 
protocols were updated under the "Sage-grouse Habitat 
Assessment Framework, Multi-scale Habitat Assessment Tool 
(Stiver, S.J., E.T. Rinkes, and D.E. Naugle. 2010)." During the 
data review phase, it was clear that some of the assessments 
inclued Poa species and some did not in recording the canopy 
cover of perennial grasses. To make the information consistent 
with current methods of assessment, all of the pre-2010 sage-
grouse habitat assessments were reviewed and updated to only 
reflect the canopy cover of large perennial grasses (e.g. 
bluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho fescue). The BLM response in 
CGA32 can provide further explanation.  Tables WDLF-3, 4, 
5, and 6 provide an illustration of the current sage-grouse 
habitat assessment summaries being used since 2010.  

The citations (USDI BLM 2000) and (USDI BLM 2010) do 
not appear in either the DEIS or Wildlife Report literature 
citations so the status and actual source is unknown. The 
second reference is believed to be the Idaho BLM Sage-
Grouse Habitat Assessment Framework Multi-scale Habitat 
Assessment Tool. August 2010. However, this document 
does not allow for modification of the assessment by 
eliminating consideration of POSE. Therefore, the official 
status and reliability of the protocols described in the 
Wildlife Report remains in question and must be clarified in 
order to consider their accuracy and significance. Any 

CGA33 The comment is correct that the citations for the sage-grouse 
habitat assessment framework documents created in 2000 and 
2010 are not included in the Wildlife Report or DEIS. The 
citations identified in BLM response to comments CGA32 are 
the appropriate sources. The error will be corrected were it is 
applicable. Not including Poa species in the per cent canopy 
cover of perennial grasses has occurred since 2000 when the 
habitat assessment framework was first intiated and continues 
currently. Poa species were not included because it is a sub-
dominant species in healthy shrub-steppe communities and 
also does not provide the level of understory screening and 
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alteration of established protocol requires significant 
justification and rationale. Such information is entirely 
missing from the DEIS or the Wildlife Report. 

hiding cover required by sage-grouse for nesting and escaping 
predators. In general, plant communities that depart from 
reference site decsriptions show a transition in the understory 
from dominant larger grasses (e.g. bluebunch wheatgrass, 
Idaho fescue) to a dominance of smaller stature grassses (e.g. 
Poa species) and often with a co-dominance of invasive 
species (e.g. cheatgrass). If Poa species were included in the 
perennial grass measurement, the results would show a high 
per cent canopy cover of herbaceous material, but with only 
marginal height and would further not provide adeqaute sage-
grouse cover requirements. Because plant community 
composition similar to that decribed in the ecological site 
descriptions are the baseline of healthy, diverse, and 
productive shrub-steppe ecosysytems and because taller, more 
robust grasses (e.g. bluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho fescue) 
provide the hiding and escape cover for sage-gouse, measuring 
for large perennial grasses and not including Poa species is 
appropropriate for assessing/evaluating  habitat composition 
and structure for sage-grouse.  

The DEIS Alternatives 3 and 4 blindly apply grazing use 
restrictions based solely on alleged failures to meet one or 
more of the ISRH standards or ORMP management 
objectives. There are three elements to this approach that 
need to be fully analyzed and affirmed if the approach is to 
have any positive impact. First, there must be sufficient 
factual, reliable and pertinent information establishing the 
status of Range Health Standards and ORMP Objectives. 
The DEIS fails in this regard. Second, the grazing 
prescription must be capable of having an impact or lack 
thereof which maintains or assures improvement of 
resources. The DEIS Alternatives 3, 4 and 6 fail in this 
regard. Third, the strategy cannot be so narrow in focus that 

CGA34 See BLM Response to OCC18. 
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non target resources are damaged in the process. The DEIS 
Alternatives 3, 4 and 6 fail in this regard. 

Alternatives 3 and 4 give no consideration to any physical 
management constraint such as fence maintenance access 
prior to grazing use or achieving range readiness prior to 
turnout. In addition, the inflexible one size fits all 
restrictions authorize grazing use at times when grazing is or 
may be barred by range readiness criteria or is physically 
prevented by weather condition. Risk from fine fuel buildup 
and continuity can be devastating to Sage-grouse and other 
sagebrush obligate species where wildfires burn very hot and 
very fast creating high impact over a large area yet this 
effect is not considered in the prescriptive management 
approach. 

CGA35 See BLM Response to OCC19. 
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The DEIS alleges that the public land in the allotment does 
not meet Sage grouse habitat requirements. At the same time 
the public land was found to be meeting the ISRH upland 
watershed standard 4. The disparity of findings is explained 
as "Inconsistencies of the findings between the two 
vegetation data methods due to differences in transect 
locations. " (DEIS at 221 ). It is inconceivable that both 
could be right in such a small area. Alternatively the 
assessment area for both sites is insignificant. And yet 
season of use restrictions are placed on 1,910 acres (95%) of 
private land to address a perceived issue within on an 
extremely small parcel public land. 

CGA36 Standards 1, 4, and 8 were found to be meeting in the current 
2007 Determination. No sage-grouse habitat assessments were 
conducted at that time and the determination that Standard 8 
was being met was based on the allotment evaluation and 
determination of Standard 4 (Appendix E-1 Previously Signed 
Determinations, page 242-249). A sage-grouse breeding 
habitat assessment collected in 2012 provided new 
information. The 2012 assessment rated pasture 2 as providing 
"unsuitable" sage-grouse breeding habitat. Because, not only 
were the rangeland health assessment and sage-grouse 
breeding habitat assessments collected 5 years apart, they were 
also located approximately 300 feet apart on two different 
ecological sites. The footnote at the bottom of Table WDLF-3, 
page 221, will be corrected to further disclose the reason for 
this inconsistency between the two Standards. Review of BLM 
response to comment CGA31 will provide further clarification 
to this topic. See BLM response to CGA34 regarding 
alternatives. 

While results of both upland standard 4 and Sage-grouse 
habitat assessments are reported in the DEIS, none of the 
DEIS, Veg. Report, Soil Report, Riparian Report or Wildlife 
Report assessment sites map show any upland or Sage-
grouse assessment in the Texas Basin allotment and no 
information is presented to confirm the time or place of such 
assessments. This is significant because the alleged Sage-
grouse habitat assessment automatically imposes use 
restrictions under alternatives 3. The available information 
indicates that the Texas Basin FFR allotment should be 
included with the other FFR allotments that were meeting all 
ISRH standards and ORMP objectives. (DEIS at 45). 

CGA37 The comment is correct that the sage-grouse habitat 
assessment locations are not identified on a map. However, 
one sage-grouse breeding habitat assessment was collected in 
each pasture on May 22, 2012. Both assessments rated pasture 
1 and 2  as providing unsuitable sage-grouse breeding habitat 
conditions (Wildlife Report, page 121) primarily due to 
unsuitable perennial grass canopy cover occurrence (pasture 1, 
4%; pasture 2, 2%).  STandards 2, 3, and 7 are NA in the 
Texas Basin FFR. 
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Alternatives 3 and 4 in the DEIS impose various grazing use 
restrictions based on alleged failures to meet ISRH standards 
and/or ORMP objectives. However, as previously discussed, 
the information BLM relied on to evaluate ISRH standards 
or ORMP objectives is wholly unreliable. Nearly all of the 
information reported for Range Health Evaluation is based 
on assessments that failed to include well established and 
undeniably required protocols and contain significant errors 
rendering them unreliable for making a determination of 
compliance with the ISRH. Some information required to 
evaluate the ISRH simply was never collected. Other 
information that could have been relied on to assess the 
effects of livestock grazing 
practices is substantially incomplete or missing. The same 
erroneous ISRH information was used to evaluate ORMP 
objectives. Thus, the alleged noncompliance with the ISRH 
and/or ORMP is flawed to the point it cannot justify any 
grazing restrictions under either Alternative 3 or4. 

CGA38 Per IM No ID-2011-045; "In order to reflect a reasonable 
range of alternatives in Idaho BLM’s permit renewal 
assessment process, a ‘no grazing’ and/or a substantial (from 
active preference) ‘reduced grazing’ alternative will be 
considered in the environmental assessment"....  Cancelling 
authorized AUMs is a connected action to Alternative 6 and is 
disclosed in the EIS.  As noted on page 24 of the EIS, in 
accordance with regulation pertaining to reducing permitted 
use (43 CFR 4110.3-2), alternatives that result in a reduction 
in active use AUMs to meet Rangeland Health Standards or 
make significant progress, as well as reductions in active use 
AUMs to meet ORMP management objectives, would be 
implemented by reducing permitted use. Active use AUMs no 
longer available would not be converted to suspension. Any 
reduction in AUMs requested by the permittee (Alternative 2) 
would be converted to suspension AUMs. Suspension AUMs 
held on permits prior to this activity planning process would 
continue to be held on permits as suspension.  The BLM used 
current available data to determine if rangeland health 
standards and ORMP objectives were meeting or not 
(Appendix E-determinations EIS; Specialist Reports project 
record).  Alternatives 3, 4 and 6 effects Chapter 3 of the EIS 
show improvements to the resources.  Also see BLM 
Responses to OCC18 and 19. 

The grazing schedule for the Blackstock Springs allotment 
requires grazing use of pastures 2 and 3 beginning May 15 at 
elevations of 5500 to 6000 feet where in most years range 
readiness criteria is not met until the end of May. 

CGA39 The dates were influenced by soil resource constraints with the 
knowledge that range readiness criteria would offer soil 
protection for those years when conditions would allow for 
earlier accessibility.  

The schedule for the Elephant Butte allotment does not 
allow late winter use of the predominantly cheatgrass 
pastures which is one of the best opportunities to suppress 
cheatgrass. 

CGA40 See BLM response to CGA38. 
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The schedule for the Sands Basin allotment requires fall 
grazing use in pastures 1 and 3 where there is insufficient or 
no water for livestock. 

CGA41 See BLM response to CGA38. 

The schedule for the Wild-Rat allotment calls for fall use 
one year in three when stock water is 
limited to the point proper grazing use distribution cannot be 
achieved. 

CGA42 See BLM response to CGA38. 

The schedule for the Elephant Butte allotment prescribes rest 
every third year in what are entirely or predominantly 
cheatgrass pastures which is precisely the wrong 
prescription for suppressing cheatgrass. 

CGA43 See BLM response to CGA38. 

Similarly, the schedule for the Sands Basin allotment 
requires rest in pastures 3 and 4 every other year, thus 
encouraging cheat grass instead of suppressing it. The tables 
describing this alternative also contain "other terms and 
conditions" which limit AUMs by pasture. 

CGA44 See BLM response to CGA38. 

These limitations together with the seasonal restrictions in 
the Blackstock Springs allotment prevents CGA from even 
using the reduced amount of active use during one year in 
three. 

CGA45 See BLM response to CGA38.  The BLM has Alternative 1 
and 2 that have been described in the EIS as well. 

Thus the effective decrease in active use is significantly 
greater than that reported by the DEIS. The DEIS provides 
no basis in fact for establishment of any pasture specific 
assignment of AUMs. 

CGA46 See BLM response to CGA38. 

Tables ALT-3.1 and ALT-3.2 as well as ALT-4.1 and ALT-
4.2 propose numerous reductions in Active use of the 
affected CGA permits but fail to show the reduced amount 
of AUMs in the column for Suspended Use. 

CGA47 The BLM disagrees.  As noted on page 24 of the EIS, in 
accordance with regulation pertaining to reducing permitted 
use (43 CFR 4110.3-2), alternatives that result in a reduction 
in active use AUMs to meet Rangeland Health Standards or 
make significant progress, as well as reductions in active use 
AUMs to meet ORMP management objectives, would be 
implemented by reducing permitted use. Active use AUMs no 
longer available would not be converted to suspension. Any 
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reduction in AUMs requested by the permittee (Alternative 2) 
would be converted to suspension AUMs. Suspension AUMs 
held on permits prior to this activity planning process would 
continue to be held on permits as suspension.  Also see BLM 
Response to OCC20.  

The failure of the DEIS to maintain an accounting of the 
AUM reductions as suspended use in Alternatives 3, 4, and 6 
effectively cancels in part the active use of CGA. The 
Grazing Regulations at § 4110.4-2 further delineate the 
conditions allowing for cancellation including reductions in 
land acreage, reductions to protect the public lands 
(protection of the public land is not at issue here because 
BLM data does not support such a finding) or disposal or 
conversion to a use that precludes livestock grazing. None of 
these elements are germane to purpose or need of the DEIS 
and provide not valid basis for cancellation. 

CGA48 See BLM Response to CGA47. 

However, the DEIS does not report any justification for 
cancellation under the grazing regulations for any of the 25 
allotments. Absent a justification under the Grazing 
Regulations, any cancellation of authorized active grazing 
use is arbitrary and capricious and does not comply with the 
Council on Environmental Quality guidance for evaluating a 
reasonable range of alternative under NEPA. 

CGA49 See BLM response to  OCC20. 

Much of the discussion in the DEIS relates to theoretical 
values that are not quantifiable and not 
relevant to the ORA and the specific decisions contemplated 
by the DEIS. 

CGA50 See the response to comment OCC23. 

While it is reported that improved rangeland would benefit 
ranchers, the DEIS alternatives 3, 5, & 6 would permanently 
reduce or eliminate grazing opportunity and thus would 
impart no benefit to ranchers. 

CGA51 Although reducing AUMs could affect the economic bottom 
line for a rancher in the short term, improved rangelands could 
benefit the rancher in the long run by providing more forage 
for livestock, a landscape more resistant to disturbance, and a 
more sustainable livelihood for the rancher.  
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During the ensuing 12 years the economic information will 
have changed significantly. In order to get a real and reliable 
estimate of the value change to Owyhee County resulting 
from the DEIS alternatives the source data must be updated. 
Simply relying on 1999 estimates of the value of an AUM to 
the community is highly problematic. 

CGA52 Tables SOCE-10 and SOCE-11 attempt to estimate impacts to 
representative ranches based on current fixed costs. The BLM 
ID team has not found any up-to-date analysis of the impacts 
of changes in allotment management to the local economy, and 
the team does not have the capability to conduct such analysis 
at this time. If new analyses or information become available 
before the FEIS is completed, the BLM may be able to 
incorporate this analysis into the effects analysis.  

In addition, the DEIS Table SOCE- 9 uses a base value of 
19,674 AUMs of active use in the 25 allotments which is 
7,583 AUM higher than the actual total of 12,091 Active use 
AUMs as correctly shown for Alternative 6 in the table. 

CGA53 This error will be corrected in the FEIS. 

The model purportedly used to estimate the Alternative 1 
(current situation) baseline for use in estimating the impact 
on expected 1 0-year net revenue for each alternative by 
allotment is entirely ambiguous. (DEIS at 292-296). The 
"explanation" of the model (Appendix I) does nothing to 
clarify how the numbers reported in the alternative 
comparison table were generated. The numbers reported in 
the table are meaningless unless BLM can provide a clear 
and rational explanation of the model relied on to generate 
those numbers. 

CGA54 The spreadsheet containing the model and its analysis is 
available from the BLM Owyhee Field Office project record 
upon request. If, after viewing this model, the analysis still 
seems confusing, you may request a meeting to go over the 
model with a member of the BLM ID team. 
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CGA does not have the ability to simply shrink the pie in 
response to potential cancellation of a portion of their 
grazing preference rights. The obligation to provide forage 
commensurate with shares in the association is fixed. 
Therefore, CGA must provide, on an annual basis, sufficient 
forage to meet member demand. The AUMs involved in any 
cancellation of a portion of the CGA grazing preference 
must be replaced and the cost of such replacement must be 
shared among all of the members. While various members 
use various allotments such use is a function of CGA 
ownership of private land, leases on state grazing 
land and grazing preference held by CGA as well as grazing 
preference rights. Thus, the 10 year net value effects by 
allotment reported in the DEIS cannot be meaningfully 
applied to the 8 CGA allotments (DEIS at 292). 

CGA55 As noted on page 291 of the DEIS, the values presented in the 
document represent the fixed costs for sample ranches because 
the BLM ID team does not know the enterprise budget for 
each ranch associated with the Group 2 allotments and cannot 
know or anticipate how each ranch will respond to changes in 
allotment management. Each ranch can make a variety of 
choices, including how they acquire replacement feed 
(hay/state or private grazing lands), whether to keep, sell, or 
purchase new animals, how the animals will be managed 
(transportation, herding, etc.). The DEIS makes clear that the 
actual values associated with changes in AUMs may be very 
different for each rancher than what is described in the 
document. It is outside the scope of this NEPA document to 
construct alternatives based on the as-yet-unforseen business 
decisions of a private grazing association.  

The information used to predict consequences is largely 
based on reported consequence or effect of livestock grazing 
as presented in scientific studies, literature reviews or 
expressed opinions. However, the mere presence of 
livestock does not equate to the occurrence of all of all 
potential effects of grazing that are reported in the literature. 
The applicability of any particular scientific reference 
depends on relevance of the circumstances of the study, 
literature examined and basis for opinions. Examination of 
the "References Cited" (EA at 319-328) reveals that a 
significant number of citations are for entirely different 
Ecoregions that are unrelated to the Owyhee Uplands 
Sagebrush Steppe. It is important to understand that the 
timing, intensity and frequency of grazing has a different 
effect in different Eco-regions. 

CGA56 See BLM Response to OCC27. 
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In addition, the Rats Nest pasture will have been subjected 
to disproportionate, uncontrolled and excessive use by wild 
horses for 6 months prior to fall use by cattle unless BLM 
addresses the WH issue. 

CGA57 See BLM Response to OCC16. 

The DEIS alternatives 3, 4, & 6 all result in very large or 
complete cancellation of grazing preference rights that will 
substantially affect ranch asset value (DEIS, Table SOCE-9 
at 290-291). The ORMP FEIS recognized a value in 
suspended use relative to cancellation, "Even those 
preference rights that are not used, so long as they are 
assimed to a specific ranch operation, have value for the 
operator. " Emphasis added. (ORMP FEIS at C-78). 
However, the DEIS makes no attempt to discover, quantify 
or discuss this known economic effect. This is particularly 
important to the ranch operations subjected to the arbitrary 
cancellation of a significant portion of their preference right 
or in the case of Alternative 6, complete cancellation of 
preference rights. 

CGA58 See BLM Response to OCC20. 

the DEIS presented no evaluation of the potential impact on 
state revenue which is dedicated to the public schools. The 
economic consequence of the cancellations proposed in 
Alternatives 3, 4, and 6 must be fully evaluated in the DEIS 
for their impact on school revenues generated from State 
endowment lands. 

CGA59 See response to comment IDL02. 

The DEIS reveals no CCC with the State of Idaho regarding 
the 8,589 acres of state lands (DEIS at I 0) affected by the 
potential impact of grazing preference cancellations in 
pastures or allotments containing intermingled unfenced 
state grazing land. 

CGA60 BLM disagrees.  The Idaho Department of Lands is a formal 
cooperating agencies and has been involved in cooperating 
agency conference calls and meetings with the BLM.  State of 
Idaho to participate in permittee meetings and have been 
coordinated with them on state lands from the beginning EIS 
Section 4 pages 318-320.  The BLM has received input from 
the state on lands managed by them.  In addition, the BLM met 
with the state on June 26, 2013 to personally clarify and 
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cooperate with the State on comments received on the Draft 
EIS. 

The DEIS reports that, "The allotments include 80,720 acres 
of BLM lands, 35,953 acres of private lands, and 8,589 acres 
of state lands, for a total of 125, 262 total acres in all 
allotments. (DEIS at 10). Thus, the DEIS alternatives 
significantly differ in their effect of the timing and amount 
of use for large areas of private and state land. The effect of 
the alternatives on the use and value of private lands and the 
effect on the lease value of state lands must be evaluated and 
reported in the Group2 DEIS. 

CGA61 As noted on page 291 of the DEIS, the BLM ID team cannot 
know or anticipate how each ranch will respond to changes in 
allotment management. Each ranch can make a variety of 
choices, including how they acquire replacement feed 
(hay/state or private grazing lands), whether to keep, sell, or 
purchase new animals, how the animals will be managed 
(transportation, herding, etc.). There is no way to include an 
analysis of how use of state and private lands may change in 
response to allotment management changes because it is 
specific to each ranch and is subject to change at any time. The 
DEIS makes clear that the actual values associated with 
changes in AUMs may be very different for each rancher than 
what is described in the document.  

Comment Comment 
Code 

Provide brief rationale or where addressed in 
the EIS 

Page 12, Table ALLOT-2: Allotment names Burgess-2013, 
Ferris FFR-2013, and Soda Creek. There is reference to "not 
meeting IDEQ water quality standards." Please clarify which 
standards are not being met and how you determine that 
allotments do not meet Rangeland Health Standards, when 
not meeting IDEQ water quality standards. 

DEQ01 Standard 7 is not being met when there are streams on IDEQ's 
303(d) list of impaired waters.  There detail associated with 
Table ALLOT-2 begins on page 152 in the Water Resources 
section.  However; IDEQ data shows Burgess has 303(d) 
streams based on flow alteration even though they have been 
de-listed for temperature.  Ferris FFR also has 303(d) streams 
based on flow alteration.  And Soda Creek has 303(d) streams 
based on flow alteration and mercury.  In all cases where the 
cause is not attributed to livestock; the Standard is not being 
met, but the causal factor is not livestock and the allotment is 
in Conformance with the Guildellines for Livestock Grazing 
Management. 
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Page 18, Paragraph 1.8: Please add to the list: Idaho Water 
Quality Standards (IDAPA 58.0 1.02) and the Jordan Creek, 
Mid-Snake Succor Creek, and Upper Owyhee TMDLs and 
associated Subbasin Assessments and TMDL 5-year reviews 
and addendums. 

DEQ02 Added on 8/5/2013 

Page 157, Table RIPN-3: The table title is incorrect as it 
includes subbasin beneficial uses. Subbasin beneficial uses 
are included in tables RIPN-4 and 5. 

DEQ03 Tables amended as presented in the Riparian/ Water Quality 
Specialist Report Addendum and in the FEIS. 

Page 157, Table RIPN-3: It would be beneficial to review 
the 2010 Integrated Report and associated interactive map to 
look closer at each of the 303d streams you have listed. You 
may be misinterpreting DEQ water quality standards by 
asserting that "303d streams have been through IDEQ's 
reconnaissance process and are not supporting the 
watershed's beneficial uses" (footnote, p. I 58). Many of the 
reconnaissance data cited is out of date. In addition, TMDLs 
have been developed for all Jordan Creek waters and many 
of the water bodies within the Mid-Snake Succor region. 
Once a TMDL has been written and approved, it effectively 
removes the water body from the 303d list. 

DEQ04 BLM has met with IDEQ on two occasions (6/21 & 7/10- 
2013).  Inconsistencies bewteen DEQ 2010 spatial dataset and 
the information on the integrated map browser were discussed 
and a solution formulated.  All DEQ data has been re-
evaluated and updates made throughout the EIS.  Specifically, 
see Table RIPN 3 

dEQ did not evaluate each allotment included in the 
appendices but there appears to be extensive 
misinterpretation of DEQ water quality standards and 
application to unmet Grazing Standards. I suggest BLM staff 
meet with DEQ staff to ensure BLM understands 

DEQ05 BLM has met with IDEQ on two occasions (6/21 & 7/10- 
2013).  Inconsistencies bewteen DEQ 2010 spatial dataset and 
the information on the integrated map browser were discussed 
and a solution formulated.  All DEQ data has been re-
evaluated and updates made throughout the EIS.  Specifically, 
see Table RIPN 3 
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 Page 157, Table RIPN-3: The Boise Regional Office will be 
submitting an addendum TMDL for Mid-Snake Succor that 
will de-list Shoofly, Pickett, Corder, Rabbit, Browns, Birch, 
and Jump Creeks for sediment. A sediment TMDL will be 
submitted to EPA in early July for Birch (3rd order), 
Hardtrigger (headwaters to the Snake), McBride (headwaters 
to Oregon Line), Pickett (bates to Brown), and Vinson 
Wash. Mcbride will be delisted for temperature. Once all of 
these actions are complete, none of the water bodies listed in 
Table RIPN-3 will remain on DEQ's 303d list, since a 
TMDL is in place, or a delisting will have occurred. 

DEQ06 TMDLs were developed and approved for sediment and 
temperature , but not for flow alteration.  Thus, reaches of 
Cow Creek that traverse BLM lands in Ferris, Franconi, and 
Soda Creek allotments remain 303(d) listed.  However, the 
causal factor for not meeting Standard 7 is not livestock and 
the allotments are in conformance with the Guidelines for 
Livestock Grazing Management. All information and 
determinations are based on the 2010 Integrated Report, as 
discussed with IDEQ on 7/10/2013. 

The references section refers to the Upper Owyhee River 
TMDL while the allotments fall within the Jordan Creek and 
Mid-Snake Succor TMDLs. 

DEQ07 Amended on 8/5/2013 

The use of PFC is referenced. Please include the field forms 
used for the PFC assessments in the appendices. Also, please 
include the reference site information used to develop your 
baseline for completing PFC assessments. 

DEQ08 All PFC field data sheets, spatial data, etc. can be obtained 
from the Project Record at the Idaho State Office. 

On page 293 and 294 of the appendices, the section on the 
Poison Creek Allotment, paragraph heading Standards 2, 3, 
and 7, states, "grazing management practices have not 
provided for meeting Idaho's water quality standards. 
Therefore, current livestock grazing management practices 
do not conform with the Idaho Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management 
applicable to standards 2, 3, and 7." Please explain what 
water quality standard is not being met. 

DEQ09 per the re-evaluation of Standard 7 using the 2010 Integrated 
report spatial data, IDEQ interatcitve map browser, and the 
associated TMDLs, the Poison Creek allotment is meeting 
Standard 7- see page 152 of the FEIS. 
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On page 293 and 294 of the appendices, the section on the 
Poison Creek Allotment, paragraph heading Standards 2, 3, 
and 7, states, "grazing management practices have not 
provided for meeting Idaho's water quality standards. 
Therefore, current livestock grazing management practices 
do not conform with the Idaho Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management 
applicable to standards 2, 3, and 7." If BLM is inferring 
water quality standard is not being met because Poison 
Creek is on the 303d list that is incorrect. The Mid Snake-
Succor Subbasin Assessment and TMDL (April2003), 
Footnote 2, states that Poison Creek appears on the 303d list 
incorrectly and is not 303d listed. 

DEQ10 per the re-evaluation of Standard 7 using the 2010 Integrated 
report spatial data, IDEQ interatcitve map browser, and the 
associated TMDLs, the Poison Creek allotment is meeting 
Standard 7- see page 152 of the FEIS. 

On Page 290 of the appendices, there is reference to Soda 
Creek being on the 303d list. There is a Temperature TMDL 
for Soda Creek that effectively removes it from the 303d list. 
Table 49 of the Jordan Creek TMDL (2009) shows that Soda 
Creek is intermittent and unlisted for temperature. 
Regardless, a TMDL was completed putting Soda Creek in 
category 4a of the Integrated Report and not on the 303d list. 
Also, there is reference to BLM temperature data that does 
not meet Water Temperature Criteria. However, if there is 
no water in Soda Creek, water temperature criteria is not 
applicable. 

DEQ11 According to the 2010 Integrated Report spatial data acquired 
from INSIDE Idaho, there are reaches of Soda Creek on BLM 
land in both the Joint and the Soda Creek allotments that are 
currently 303(d) listed.  However, the interactive map browser 
shows taht both AUs that contain the reaches of Soda Creek 
have approved TMDLs for sediment and temperature. Thus, 
the streams have been removed from Table RIPN 3 and 
changes are reflected throughout the FEIS and the addendum 
to the water resource specialist report. 

DEQ did not evaluate each allotment included in the 
appendices but there appears to be extensive 
misinterpretation of DEQ water quality standards and 
application to unmet Grazing Standards. I suggest BLM staff 
meet with DEQ staff to ensure BLM understands DEQ's 
assessments and how they are applied to watersheds. 

DEQ12 BLM has met with IDEQ on two occasions (6/21 & 7/10- 
2013).  Inconsistencies bewteen DEQ 2010 spatial dataset and 
the information on the integrated map browser were discussed 
and a solution formulated.  All DEQ data has been re-
evaluated and updates made throughout the EIS. 
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First and foremost, I wish to have my Grazing Application 
dated January 29, 2013 (page 148) to be considered as 
Alternative # 2 as submitted with supporting appendices. To 
avoid confusion, please remove Grazing Application dated 
June 1, 2011, page 138 and Grazing Application dated 
March 29, 2012, page 139. 

EC01 Correct. The BLM incorporated on Page 148 of the 
Appendices has this correct application as analyzed in Chapter 
3 Alternative 2 of EIS. 

My application dated January 29, 2013 applies for range 
improvements to continue to meet applicable Standards and 
Owyhee RMP Objectives, or alternative to meet such 
Standards and Objectives to the extent such are not met in 
whole or in part, according to BLM. Your refusal to consider 
and assess such range improvements is a violation of 
FLPMA, FRH rules, and/or NEPA. When upland assessment 
teams were out on my allotments (2004), they stated “the 
permit renewal process would include improvements to 
facilitate grazing management such as developing water and 
piping it outside of exclosures.”  Now, with new personnel 
in the Marsing Office, this is not possible. Two springs in 
pasture three, Soda Creek Allotment are functioning at risk 
(FAR) or not functioning (NF). Exclosures around these 
springs would correct this!  

EC02 BLM's considered alternatives with range improvements but 
eliminated them from detailed study in section 2.4 of the EIS 
due to time limitations and funding. No new project 
construction or reconstruction is considered within any 
alternative of this NEPA document. In addition, no juniper 
treatments, active restoration of seedings or plant 
communities, or removal of range improvements, including 
water developments or fences will be analyzed. Regarding 
consideration for additional range projects, from the outset of 
this process, BLM has clearly communicated during permittee 
meetings in 2012 that new range projects would not be 
included in these grazing permit renewals. In these meetings, 
BLM communicated that it would not be possible to use range 
projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards and land-use 
plan objectives because inadequate time existed to complete 
both the pre-NEPA project layout and design and the required 
pre-surveys and clearances that are necessary to allow for an 
adequate NEPA analysis of site-specific impacts associated 
with new range projects. Analysis of consequences of any new 
project construction or reconstruction may be addressed 
through a separate NEPA analysis and will not be included in 
this EIS. 

I disagree with any suggestion/determination that my 
existing grazing use, or my applied for grazing use, will not 
(continue) to meet applicable Standards and Objectives. I 
have been a good and prudent permittee. 

EC03 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment. 
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It has become obvious that the time-consuming and costly 
production study I have completed on Soda Creek received 
very little consideration. Your negative remarks on page 187 
of the DEIS “an increase of AUM’s would increase 
degrading of riparian conditions in pasture two” is not 
accurate.  Again, the applied for increase only intends to 
relate to Pastures 2,3 and 7.  

EC04 Riparian reasource constraints were developed based on 
current BLM direction and  literature, and were incorporated 
into Alts 3 and 4 based on both presence and Standard 
determinations. 

With an average of 40,500 pounds of forage or fuel per are 
on the four primary pastures in Soda Creek extreme fire 
behavior is a given! Even with the allocation of 50% of 
forage production to watershed and wildlife and other 
resource uses plus the increase in active use I have 
requested, the potential for another “Chubby-Spain Hill 
Wildfire "and extreme wildfire still exists! 

EC05 Your proposal for increased AUMs was analysed in full iin 
Alternative 2 carried throught to analysis in the EIS.  The 
dominanat ecological site description (loamy 13-16 
ARTRV/PSSPS-FEID) for the Soda Creek allotment show that 
total annual production is 1100 pounds per acre in a normal 
year.  Production in a favorable year is 1400 pounds per acre.  
Production in an unfavorable year is 800 pounds per acre.  Fire 
has histoically occurred on these ecological sites in internals of 
20-50 years.  See BLM response to EC06 for fuel loading 
discusion. 

The Production Study focused primarily on grasses, forbs 
and small brush. Grasses and Forbs are considered “flashy 
fuels” in the realm of wildfire as determined by their “ease 
of ignition”.  Any consideration of resting a pasture on soda 
Creek would only compound the wildfire concern through 
accumulation of litter and cured out current years growth 
(flashy fuels) making the potential for wildfire even greater. 

EC06 Wildfire Fuels was considered and dismissed from detailed 
analysis as stated on pages 68-70 of the EIS; Using livestock 
grazing as a tool for managing vegetation and fuel loads will 
be addressed in the Idaho/Southwest Montana Environmental 
Impact Statement. 
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I have been told “repeatedly” that pasture 7 in Soda Creek 
cannot be used because of the sensitive plant Phacellia 
minutissima.  Even though nobody knows if this plant  exists 
on the allotment, I have agreed to protect it from livestock 
grazing through “hot taping” or construction of a Jack Fence 
made of native juniper cut from private ground. Once again I 
was told “NO” I could not do that. I have agreed to protect 
this plant for the 2013 grazing season even though the 
decision forcing protection has not been made!  
This plant has not been revisited since its discovery 17 years 
ago. How can you conclude that its still there? An 
abundance of historical research (Moseley Idaho CDC 95) 
indicate that this plant is commonly found on disturbed areas 
and may thrive only through disturbance! Professional 
Botanists I have consulted indicate that “through protection 
it may be crowded out and disappear altogether.”  

EC07 This pasture can be used and is currently scheduled for use 
within each alternative except Alt 6 (no grazing). When a 
special status plant occurs on a specific piece of ground the 
habitat persists while the plant can come and go depending on 
disturbance/temperature/moisture on an annual basis, 
especially annuals such as with small phacelia in pasture 6. As 
the BLM manages for multiple use, it is require by BLM 
Manual 6840 and the ORMP to "Manage special status species 
and habitats to increase or maintain populations at levels 
where their existance is no longer threatened and there is no 
need for listing under the ESA." So, whether the plant is 
present or not, it is required that the BLM maintain the habitat 
where this species has occurred in the past.  Outside of the 
most recent 2013 observation on this occurrence a site visit 
documenting the plants presence was recorded in July of 1995 
(see Project Record) post Moseley's 1995 publication. 
Although no scientific studies confirm that annual phacelias 
need some minimal level of disturbance to stir up the seed 
bank, expose seeds to light, and encourage reproduction it is a 
general assumption based on conventional wisdom (Dr. 
Meinke, personal communication July 30, 2013). Several 
species reviews 
(https://fishandgame.idaho.gov/ifwis/idnhp/cdc_pdf/u02mur03
.pdf, http://www.blm.gov/ca/pdfs/cdd_pdfs/charlottes1.PDF, 
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/rsg/profile.html?action=elementDe
tail&selectedElement=PDHYD0C1J0, 
http://fieldguide.mt.gov/detail_PDHYD0C270.aspx, 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r2/projects/scp/assessments/phaceliascop
ulinavarsubmutica.pdf, 
http://nmrareplants.unm.edu/rarelist_single.php?SpeciesID=14
4, http://www.npsnm.org/2012/09/15/the-cloudcroft-phacelia-
an-update) describe a low level disturbance for phacelias with 
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association to an individual species substrate, geographic 
position, or climatic conditions. These disturbances may play a 
role in habitat creation and maintenance, but those possibilities 
have not yet been demonstrated. A disturbance like grazing 
was generally not considered a positive influence. For this 
particular species, disturbance may play a role in habitat 
creation and maintenance. Based on this species habitat 
position of residual spring snow fields, frost heaving may be 
the most beneficial disturbance in maintaining open 
microsites. Although livestock have access to this occurrence, 
disturbance from livestock was noted to be fairly insignificant. 
(See Group 2 Special Status Plants Specialist Report - 
Addendum)  (Specialist Reports can be acquired by written 
request to the NPR Project manager, Jake Vialpando, ISO) 

Additionally, why was there no mention of this plant in the 
Standards and Guides process? Why was there no reference 
to it during the Upland Assessment process or the multitude 
of Decision Notices issued on Soda Creek since 1996? 
Before the DEIS 
becomes final, I formally request an on-the-ground tour to 
establish the fact that this plant does  exist and discuss 
protection measures, “if” necessary. 

EC08 A site visit to pasture 6 was performed on July 10, 2013 and 
was attended by BLM employees B. Corbin, M. Spicer, L. 
Chandler and permittee J. Elordi. The species was confirmed 
to be present in pasture 6.  This species would not be 
referenced in the Upland Vegetation Assessment, Standard 4 
as it is covered under Standard 8. See Group 2 Special Status 
Plants Specialist Report.  (Specialist Reports can be acquired 
by written request to the NPR Project manager, Jake 
Vialpando, ISO) 

Baxter Basin Grazing Schedule Table Alt-3.3: 
A Rest Rotation Schedule has been in place since 1994. 
Deferment would not work as Pasture #3 can only be used in 
the spring.  
Year 1: why has season been shortened? Twenty-plus years 
of monitoring shows excellent use levels. 
Year 2: Pasture #3 can only be used early because of 
Medusa Head. 
Pasture #1: If deferred, there is no water after 7/1. 

EC09 See response to EC04 
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Pasture #3: If deferred, there is no water after 7/1. 

Soda Creek Grazing Schedule Table Alt-3.18: 
 Pasture #6: is Elordi Sheep Camp. It is separate from Elordi 
Cattle LLC.  
 Pasture #1: If deferred, there is no water after 7/15. 
 Pasture #7: If deferred, there is no water after 7/1. 

EC10 See response to EC04 

Soda Creek Terms and Conditions Table ALT-4.1: 
Most often the allotment receives 1-2 inches of snow by 
10/31 and becomes inaccessible shortly thereafter. No 
operation could sustain itself making one month use every 
third year! You should also be concerned with fire frequency 
and increased fuel loading. 

EC11 See response to EC04 

Soda Creek Grazing Schedule Table ALT-4.14 
 Pasture #6: is Elordi Sheep Camp. It is separate from Elordi 
Cattle LLC.  
 Pasture #1:  there is no water after 7/15. 
 Pasture #7:  there is no water after 7/1. 
No operation could sustain itself making one-month use 
every third year! You should also be concerned with fire 
frequency and increased fuel loading here as well. Most 
often the allotment receives 2-3 inches of snow by 10/31. 
Soda Creek would be inaccessible by 1/31. 

EC12 See response to EC04 
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Utilization: Twenty years of monitoring was considered on 
Baxter Basin. Why did you only consider 5 years on Soda 
Creek? 

EC13 That was all of the utilization information the BLM recorded 
(Appendix B) . 

Alternative #4 Season Based Grazing: Baxter Basin not 
included. 

EC14 The BLM felt that a reasonable range of alternatives were 
developed for the Baxter Basin allotment with alternatives 1-3 
and 6. 

Actual Use: For Baxter Basin fifteen years of Actual Use 
was considered in the final average. You only considered 
twelve years on Soda Creek. What happened to the other 
three years? I would have been penalized if the actual use 
were not submitted! 

EC15 The BLM used relevant data that was reported by pasture 
(Appendix B).  1990-1999 data as reported by permittees was 
for the allotment as a whole. 

By law your office is mandated to carry out Consultation, 
Coordination and Cooperation (CCC’s). Therefore, I should 
not have to remind you that CCC is “not” a one-way street! 

EC16 See BLM response to CA23.  As per 4130.3-3, “Following 
consultation, cooperation, and coordination with the affected 
lessees or permittees, the State having lands or responsible for 
managing resources within the area, and the interested public, 
the authorized officer may modify terms and conditions of the 
permit or lease when the active use or related management 
practices are not meeting the land use plan, allotment 
management plan or other activity plan, or management 
objectives, or is not in conformance with the provisions of 
subpart 4180 of this part. To the extent practical, the 
authorized officer shall provide to affected permittees or 
lessees, States having lands or responsibility for managing 
resources within the affected area, and the interested public an 
opportunity to review, comment and give input during the 
preparation of reports that evaluate monitoring and other data 
that are used as a basis for making decisions to increase or 
decrease grazing use, or to change the terms and conditions of 
a permit or lease.” The BLM has completed extensive 
consultation, cooperation, and coordination with all parties 
involved and continues to coordinate with parties affected. As 
outlined in Chapter 4 of EIS # DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-
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0014-EIS, several meetings were held and multiple 
opportunities to review documents occurred. At least 25 
meetings were held with permittees, state/local agencies, or 
interested public. Additionally, draft documents (including a 
draft EIS) on several occasions were reviewed and commented 
by all parties, and several comments were received and 
responded to.  

Because Alternative 2 would be inconsistent with the 
achievement of Idaho Water Quality Standards, Rangeland 
Health Standards, and standards under the 1999 Owyhee 
Resource Management Plan, the EPA finds Alterative 2 to 
be environmentally objectionable pursuant to our rating 
criteria (attached). 

EPA01 In all cases where Standard 7 is currenlty not being met and 
Alt. 2 requests the same or more use; then the analysis for Alt 
2 relative to water quality would not be meeting the Standard 
nor the ORMP objectives.  Also, recommend review of IDEQ 
comments that seem contradictory to those made by EPA. 

For these reasons and to better address the complex issues 
surrounding domestic sheep/wild sheep contact in a 
comprehensive manner, the Department recommends that 
the BLM remove the domestic sheep analysis from this 
NEPA process and analyze domestic sheep trailing and 
domestic sheep allotments (Poison Creek, Flint Creek, and 
Rockville) under a separate NEPA analysis. The Department 
realizes that the BLM may be unable or unwilling to accept 
the recommended approach; therefore, we have provided 
comments on the DEIS as written. 

IDFG01 The BLM appreciates your comments. Anaysis of the other 
two domestic sheep grazing permits are not within the scope of 
the DEIS. 
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The Department believes that the risk of contact from sheep 
trailing compared to sheep grazing is misrepresented in 
model results. The Department understands that trailing of 
domestic sheep was analyzed using allotments as a surrogate 
for area. All allotments containing a portion of domestic 
sheep trailing routes were analyzed as if they were domestic 
sheep allotments. Model results indicate that sheep trailing 
presents the greatest risk of contact across the analysis area. 
The Department believes that the assumptions in the model 
may result in overestimates of the risk of contact between 
domestic and wild sheep during trailing. The Department 
recommends as a possible substitute that trailing routes not 
crossing or entering currently approved domestic sheep 
allotments be buffered by an appropriate distance, such as 
1/4-112 mile on each side of the route.  Alternatively, the 
model could use intersections of trailing routes and bighorn 
sheep preference and connectivity habitats to assess 
potential contact.  

IDFG02 From a GIS and modeling viewpoint, there is no question that 
analyzing the corridor around the trailing route would produce 
different results than analyzing the entire allotment boundary.  
Distance from the CHHR and amount of Bighorn habitat in the 
trailing corridor are two of the primary factors that drive the 
risk of contact values, which will almost certainly change by 
analyzing a smaller area, such as the trailing corridor.  Given 
that trailing routes are generally through valleys and areas of 
more gentle terrain, in some instances the trailing corridor may 
pass within a few hundred feet of preference habitat.  In these 
instances, the trailing corridor may produce risk of contact 
values which are underestimated, much the same as analyzing 
for pasture boundaries, which have been identified as 
potentially overestimating contact.  The Draft EIS trailing 
assumptions were that 90 percent of the livestock with stay 
within a 0.25 mile corridor of the trailing route.  This was 
identified in the other terms and conditions of the trailing 
activities in the DEIS which were the same T&Cs used in the 
OFO Trailing EA (see the 2012 OFO Trailing EA).   Even 
with 90 percent of the band controlled in the trailing corridor, 
stray domestic sheep could reasonably be in contact with 
Bighorn sheep along a route passing near preference habitat.   
At any rate, risk of contact values pertaining to trailing 
corridors and pastures, as appropriate, will be included in the 
final EIS document and used as inputs in decision making 
process. 

Additionally, sheep trailing is expected to occur over a 
number of days each spring and fall, whereas sheep grazing 
in the Poison Creek Allotment currently occurs for two 
months each spring. The risk of contact model does not take 
into account the amount of time domestic sheep spend in any 
given allotment. Some assessment of the risk of contact 

IDFG03 You are correct that the risk-of-contact model does not take 
into account how exposure time of grazing and trailing would 
influence the potential for contact between the two species. 
The model only assesses the probability of a foraying bighorn 
sheep intersecting an allotment boundary. Your comment will 
be flushed out further and included in the final EIS.  
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should be made based on time of exposure to potential 
contact. 

Alternatives 3 and 4 propose fall grazing (through 
November 30) by domestic sheep in the Poison Creek 
Allotment one- out of every three falls. These alternatives 
also propose an increase from  1,000 head to 1,600 head of 
domestic sheep in the allotment. Department observations 
indicate that although forays can occur at any time of year 
and for great distances, bighorn rams are more likely to 
foray in spring and during rut (November), likely in search 
of available ewes. The Department believes that permitting 
domestic sheep grazing through November, combined with 
increased numbers of domestic sheep, will increase the 
probability of contact between bighorn sheep and domestic 
sheep in the Poison Creek Allotment. The risk of contact 
model does not take these variables into account. 

IDFG04 The risk-of-contact model considers forays of bighorn sheep 
for two periods of the year: summer (May-October) and winter 
(November-April) (Appendix L, Modeling and Analysis 
Technical Report, Page L-28). The 1600 head of sheep is the 
maximum number of individuals that the permittee can run 
under Alternatives 2-4. This number may vary from year-to-
year (below 1600) and can not exceed the allowable AUM's. 
The BLM will review the domestic sheep grazing schedules 
and analysis of alternatives in regards to the IDFG comments. 

Based on Department data and observations, the Core Herd 
Home Ranges (CHHR's) appear to accurately portray core 
home ranges for the sample of individual bighorn sheep used 
in the model. The Department expects that identified 
CHHR's would likely expand as sheep sample sizes increase. 
In other words, the modeled CHHR's likely underestimate 
actual core home range sizes for complete herds. It should 
be noted that the BLM-identified CHHR's amount to 
approximately 43% of the area identified by the Department 
as bighorn sheep distribution (IDFG 2010) within the Idaho 
portion of the analysis area. We realize that a large portion 
of the bighorn sheep distribution area identified by IDFG is 

IDFG05 The BLM appreciates the participation of IDFG and agrees 
that there is a likelyhood that the CHHRs will be larger with 
additional  information of BHS distribution. The CHHRs will 
also change as BHS populations increase and other CHHRs 
may be created as individuals disperse and colonize other 
areas. Currently, the results of the model only reflect current 
conditions and do not attempt to extrapolate beyond the 
current information. However, for anaysis purposes, it is 
logical to expect changes in BHS numbers and distribtion will 
more than likely change and will modify the propablity of 
contact between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep. This is 
discussed in the DEIS Section 3.6.2, page 231. 



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
not necessarily occupied habitat, but instead, represents 
dispersal and foray areas. Approximately 93% of the BLM-
identified CHHR's fall within IDFG's bighorn sheep 
distribution. 
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The bighorn sheep preference and connectivity habitats 
modeled in the DEIS likely overestimates available habitat. 
The scale at which the analysis was conducted precludes the 
use of site-specific habitat variables, such as juniper 
encroachment, roads, etc. Therefore, the model results 
assume that displayed habitat is available for use by bighorn 
sheep. 
 
However, the Department believes that the BLM-modeled 
habitat does a reasonable job of incorporating connectivity 
habitat. In our Bighorn Sheep management Plan (IDFG 
2010), we tested the Payette National Forest model for 
application to California bighorn sheep habitat in Owyhee 
County. We found that the Payette model results buffered by 
500 meters depicts 290,368 acres of habitat within IDFG's 
bighorn sheep distribution areas defmed for the Owyhee 
River, Jacks Creek, and Owyhee Front populations (IDFG 
20 I 0). The BLM model for preferred habitat used in this 
analysis depicts 329,930 acres within those same population 
areas. Actual overlap between the two is 205,796 acres. 
Much of the area depicted as habitat by the BLM model falls 
into the area that IDFG depicts as herd range but the BLM 
does not depict as herd range.  The Department does not 
view this as a deficiency in the BLM model. Rather, we 
interpret the results to mean that some areas depicted as 
habitat in the BLM model are not regularly used by 
bighorns. IDFG's  approach has been to defme bighorn 
sheep distribution in Owyhee County to include areas 
infrequently used by bighorn sheep. 

IDFG06 The IDFG is correct that the model does not consider many 
site-specific natural or anthropomorphic variables. The model 
breakdown the landscape into preference habitat, connectivity 
habitat, and unsuitable habitat primarily based ruggedness. 
The IDFGs interpretation is greatly appreciated. However, it is 
known that bighorn sheep do foray within the analysis area of 
the DEIS and cross many habitat types and suitability. For 
purposes of the BLM and the DEIS, the model provides useful 
quanitative and visual information to analyze the potential for 
contact between domestic sheep and bighorn. 
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The DEIS model uses ram foray variables from the Payette 
National Forest analysis (USDA USFS 2013) and, therefore, 
assumes that California bighorn sheep rams in southwest 
Idaho respond to the same variables as Rocky Mountain 
bighorn sheep rams in Hell's Canyon. The Department 
questions the applicability given the differences in habitat, 
herd connectivity, overall population size, etc. Similarly, the 
model assumes ram foray potential is uniform across the 
analysis area, regardless of additional factors known to 
influence sheep behavior, such as habitat changes and 
proximity to neighboring herds. Bighorn sheep herds or 
populations that are on the edge of mapped ranges or are 
otherwise isolated from other herds or populations may be 
more prone to forays than more connected populations.  
Areas with high connectivity, or many herds within close 
proximity to one another, may experience fewer or shorter 
forays, as wandering bighorns quickly encounter their 
intended objective of fmding new bighorn sheep herds. 

IDFG07 The BLM acknowledges that there may be differences 
between the California and Rocky Mountain races of Bighorn 
Sheep, and that several factors contribute to individual animal 
and herd behavior.  However, the telemetry data collected of 
Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep in the Hell’s Canyon region is 
significant, totaling over 52,000 telemetry point locations from 
more than 400 animals in 13 herds over an 11 year time frame.  
This type of data does not exist for California Bighorn Sheep 
populations in Southern Idaho or Southeast Oregon, nor is 
there a foreseeable plan for acquisition in the near future.  As 
such, the variables used in the Risk of Contact model, although 
transposed from Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep, represents 
the best available foray data for Bighorn Sheep in the region 
that could be used as inputs into the Risk of Contact Model.  
Moreover, no model can predict wildlife behavior with 100% 
accuracy, or utilize all the influencing factors.  The Risk of 
Contact model uses a logical methodology with the best 
known existing parameters to provide a reasonable 
quantification of animal movement as one input for the 
decision making process.        
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The DEIS model uses ram foray variables from the Payette 
National Forest analysis (USDA USFS 2013) and, therefore, 
assumes that California bighorn sheep rams in southwest 
Idaho respond to the same variables as Rocky Mountain 
bighorn sheep rams in Hell's Canyon. The Department 
questions the applicability given the differences in habitat, 
herd connectivity, overall population size, etc. Similarly, the 
model assumes ram foray potential is uniform across the 
analysis area, regardless of additional factors known to 
influence sheep behavior, such as habitat changes and 
proximity to neighboring herds. Bighorn sheep herds or 
populations that are on the edge of mapped ranges or are 
otherwise isolated from other herds or populations may be 
more prone to forays than more connected populations.  
Areas with high connectivity, or many herds within close 
proximity to one another, may experience fewer or shorter 
forays, as wandering bighorns quickly encounter their 
intended objective of fmding new bighorn sheep herds. 

IDFG07 The BLM acknowledges that there may be differences 
between the California and Rocky Mountain races of Bighorn 
Sheep, and that several factors contribute to individual animal 
and herd behavior.  However, the telemetry data collected of 
Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep in the Hell’s Canyon region is 
significant, totaling over 52,000 telemetry point locations from 
more than 400 animals in 13 herds over an 11 year time frame.  
This type of data does not exist for California Bighorn Sheep 
populations in Southern Idaho or Southeast Oregon, nor is 
there a foreseeable plan for acquisition in the near future.  As 
such, the variables used in the Risk of Contact model, although 
transposed from Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep, represents 
the best available foray data for Bighorn Sheep in the region 
that could be used as inputs into the Risk of Contact Model.  
Moreover, no model can predict wildlife behavior with 100% 
accuracy, or utilize all the influencing factors.  The Risk of 
Contact model uses a logical methodology with the best 
known existing parameters to provide a reasonable 
quantification of animal movement as one input for the 
decision making process.        

Additions to the model, such as proximity to neighboring 
herds or herd ranges, proximity to other recorded bighorn 
sheep points, habitat changes, or population changes, would 
likely refine foray potential.  Additionally, isopleths used in 
the analysis may not accurately reflect potential ram foray 
distances in the analysis area. The Department observed an 
adult bighorn sheep ram foray approximately thirty miles 
from Reynolds Creek to Castle Creek in fall2012. The 
Department recommends that the Final EIS expand on the 
rationale used by the BLM in developing ram foray isopleths 
and take into account bighorn sheep records and data 
specific to the analysis area. 

IDFG08 The BLM agrees that the model has many limitations. 
However, it is the best availble tool at this time for assessing 
the probability of contact between domestic sheep and bighorn 
sheep.  It is important that users of the model and decsion 
makers realize the limitations and do not over estimate it's 
application and use.   
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As in the environmental assessment completed for Group 1 
allotments, the BLM does not consider range improvements 
in any of the alternatives.  IDL recognizes that the BLM is 
under  significant time and resource constraints to complete 
the 68 grazing allotment permits. However, the Department 
does not believe the rationale of inadequate time to analyze 
is sufficient to justify this determination.  While not 
appropriate in all scenarios, range improvements could 
address several of the deficiencies in the rangeland health 
standards if implemented.  IDL believes that by not 
considering an alternative which include range 
improvements, the BLM is not meeting Section CEQ 
1502.14. 

IDL01 BLM's considered alternatives with range improvements but 
eliminated them from detailed study in section 2.4 of the EIS 
due to time limitations and funding. No new project 
construction or reconstruction is considered within any 
alternative of this NEPA document. In addition, no juniper 
treatments, active restoration of seedings or plant 
communities, or removal of range improvements, including 
water developments or fences will be analyzed. Regarding 
consideration for additional range projects, from the outset of 
this process, BLM has clearly communicated during permittee 
meetings in 2012 that new range projects would not be 
included in these grazing permit renewals. In these meetings, 
BLM communicated that it would not be possible to use range 
projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards and land-use 
plan objectives because inadequate time existed to complete 
both the pre-NEPA project layout and design and the required 
pre-surveys and clearances that are necessary to allow for an 
adequate NEPA analysis of site-specific impacts associated 
with new range projects. Analysis of consequences of any new 
project construction or reconstruction may be addressed 
through a separate NEPA analysis and will not be included in 
this EIS. 

The Idaho Department of Lands appreciates Bureau staffs  
recognition of the potential impacts to state endowment trust 
lands.  While IDL recognizes and supports the need to 
achieve  rangeland health standards, it is also important that 
the Bureau recognize the potential impact to state 
endowment beneficiaries from reductions in levels of 
grazing. The draft EIS makes note that state endowment 
lands may be impacted by management changes, but does 
not adequately address the full economic impact.  In the 
attached detailed comment summary, staff has provided 

IDL02 The BLM has recognized in the DEIS and FEIS that there may 
be an economic impact to the State's endowment as a result of 
any management changes on allotments. The figures provided 
by IDL assume that changes in AUMs on state lands within 
the allotments will be the same as the changes in AUMs on 
BLM lands. However, IDL may determine that rangeland 
conditions on state lands may be adequate, so AUM reductions 
on state lands may not be necessary. BLM cannot anticipate 
what actions IDL may take in response to management 
changes on BLM lands; thus, the figures IDL provides in their 
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estimates of the net present value of potential losses 
associated with each of the alternatives.  IDL hopes that the 
Bureau will consider this analysis in the drafting of its final 
report. 

comment cannot be used in the FEIS analysis. If IDL chooses 
to reduce AUMs on state lands as a response to BLM 
management changes, there will be economic impacts to the 
State's endowment; if no reductions on state lands are made, 
the economic impact to the State's endowment may be 
minimal.  

Pages 24-37; 2.2.1 Alternative 1 - No Action - Does the 
analysis assume that the terms of the existing permit are 
followed?  The issue with no-action alternatives is that 
current conditions reflect the implementation of current 
terms.  If the permittee did not adhere to the terms, then it 
creates a current condition that will vary from those that may 
have occurred had the terms been followed.  So that the 
terms of the no-action alternative may actually meet the 
BLMs range criteria if implemented.  How does NEPA 
address planned versus implemented action? 

IDL03 This topic has been the focus of many discussions by the NPR 
Team. In theory, implementing the No Action alternative 
would renew permits with the same terms and conditions for 
livestock management as the expiring permit. In other words, 
the permit  would be renewed as currently worded, and this 
would maintain the current condition of the resources because 
permitted use should reflect actual use. In this case, however, 
the current permit does not reflect current management. NEPA 
requires that the agency describe the current condition of 
resources and explain what management practices led to 
current conditions. The requirement results in the EIS 
"Affected Environment" section--a baseline condition to which 
the BLM can compare the effects of different alternatives in 
the NEPA analysis. In this Draft EIS, we use current 
conditions (as required) for the baseline (No Action) to enable 
a comparison of how alternative actions would change 
resources from their current conditions. And, for additional 
disclosure, we also show the reader what the current grazing 
permit prescribes. The NEPA does not require a specific 
outcome, but it does require a process--we have to describe 
what is the current condition of the resources we are proposing 
to affect (affected environment), and to communicate to the 
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authorizing officer and the public what these effects will look 
like; how the current resource condition will change once we 
implement the new proposed action. From the NEPA 
practioner's perspective, what matters more than the number of 
AUMs permitted over the last 10 years is, instead, the result of 
the last 10 years' management prescription, because that is 
what resulted in the Affected Environment, the current 
condition (along with the residual effects of other past 
actions). 

Page 55; 2.2.4 Alternative 4 - The date for soils is March 
15th rather than March 1st under Alternative 3.  This is the 
only difference between season dates for the two 
alternatives.  Was this intentional and if so, what is the 
basis? 

IDL04 Thank you for pointing this out - the change in dates was 
unintentional and will be changed in the FEIS. 

Page 62; 2.2.5 Alternative 5 - Is the conversion of sheep to 
cattle a viable alternative?  Does the BLM have the ability to 
dictate what type of livestock are used by a permittee?  Was 
the permittee consulted in developing this alternative?  Is 
he/she likely to make this change? Also, doesn't the 
alternative need to potentially address all the issues?  This 
appears to be too narrow in scope and does not address 
issues in all allotments.  Why not use the provisions of 
alternative 3 or 4 AND the change? 

IDL05 Not to the continued use of sheep; however the conversion to 
cattle would be offered under this alternative.  Per IM No ED-
2011-045; "In order to reflect a reasonable range of 
alternatives in Idaho BLM’s permit renewal assessment 
process, a ‘no grazing’ and/or a substantial (from active 
preference) ‘reduced grazing’ alternative will be considered in 
the environmental assessment"....  Cancelling authorized 
AUMs is a connected action to Alternative 6 and is disclosed 
in the EIS.  As noted on page 24 of the EIS, in accordance 
with regulation pertaining to reducing permitted use (43 CFR 
4110.3-2), alternatives that result in a reduction in active use 
AUMs to meet Rangeland Health Standards or make 
significant progress, as well as reductions in active use AUMs 
to meet ORMP management objectives, would be 
implemented by reducing permitted use. Active use AUMs no 
longer available would not be converted to suspension. Any 
reduction in AUMs requested by the permittee (Alternative 2) 
would be converted to suspension AUMs. Suspension AUMs 
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held on permits prior to this activity planning process would 
continue to be held on permits as suspension.  See BLM 
response to OCC21.  The BLM used current available data to 
determine if rangeland health standards and ORMP objectives 
were meeting or not (Appendix E-determinations EIS; 
Specialist Reports project record).  Alternatives 3, 4 and 6 
effects Chapter 3 of the EIS show improvements to the 
resources. 

Page 63; 2.3 Comparison of Effects - Under Alternative 4, it 
is stated that excluding eight allotments and two FFRs with 
previously signed Determinations where current livestock 
grazing is not a causal factor for failure to meet standards. If 
this is a previous decision, why would it not apply to all 4 
action alternatives? 

IDL06 The BLM created Alternative 3 for these allotments and felt 
that was a reasonable range of alternatives for those 
allotments. 

Page 64; Table 6.1 Comparison of the Effects of the 
Resource Issues by Alternative - Alt 4 statement "greatest 
resource progress for grazing alternatives" This is a vague 
statement what does greatest progress mean? The analysis is 
based on the rangeland health standards, no? 

IDL07 Rangeland health and ORMP standards provide the 
framework. The ORMP specifically states under SOIL-1 to 
"improve unsatisfactory and maintain satisfactory watershed 
health/condition on all areas." Alternative 4 would provide the 
greatest progress towards this objective. 

Page 64; Table 6.1 Comparison of the Effects of the 
Resource Issues by Alternative - How would Alt 5 allow for 
improvement of upland soil and watershed function if it is 
simply a conversion of livestock? Would this allotment still 
be used? 

IDL08 The conversion from sheep to cattle only has the potential to 
benefit the Poison Creek allotment as outlined under Section 
3.4.2.6. 

Page 64; Table 6.1 Comparison of the Effects of the 
Resource Issues by Alternative - Really? This is a pretty 
strong statement given the nature of invasive species.  
Without other management actions, what evidence suggests 
that native plant species will out  compete non-natives such 
as cheatgrass?                                        
                

IDL09 Impacts and information about noxious weeds for each 
alternative is outlined in Section 3.3.2 of the EIS. 
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Page 64; Table 6.1 Comparison of the Effects of the 
Resource Issues by Alternative - Alt 3 statement "Acres 
currently not meeting because of livestock grazing would 
continue to not meet because of other causal factors.  This 
statement is confusing and suggests that changing or 
removing livestock management  would not result in 
meeting standard 6.  This would be true across all 
alternatives and should be reflected as such.  

IDL10 That  is correct.  Standard 6 exotics is not expected to meet 
standards if current livestock grazing was not determined to be 
the causal factor. 

Pages 64-67; Table 6.1 Comparison of Effects of the 
Resource Issues by Alternative - Monitoring of allotments to 
observe and record resource and  rangeland health are driven 
by infrequent, snap-shot assessments and do not adequately 
define or determine long-term, quantitative trends in 
resource and rangeland health. How can this type of analysis 
drive the conclusion of effects, that are further compared 
within each alternative, and that ultimately force the 
decision of an Alternative choice? 

IDL11 Table 6.1 is intended to give the reader an overview of the 
impacts presented that the BLM considered reasonable 
outcomes based on the alternatives and current conditions as 
described in the FEIS.  EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-
0014-EIS includes analysis through a reasonable range of 
alternatives supported with 2013 Specialist Reports, 
Evaluations, and Determinations for each of the Group 2 
allotments associated with these grazing permit renewals. 
Furthermore, BLM has met its requirements in accordance 
with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy. Specifically in 
regards to taking a hard look, in accordance with the BLM 
NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, which defines a hard look as “a 
reasoned analysis containing quantitative or detailed 
qualitative information”, the Group 2 EA analysis includes 
qualitative and quantitative information to support an adequate 
NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the Group 2 
allotments. 

Page 65; Table 6.1 Comparison of Effects of the Resource 
Issues by Alternative - Alt 6 statement "All acres in exotic 
plant communities may remain in exotic plant communities 
without mechanical manipulation" This statement seems 
irrelevant.  If the alternative is not considering additional 
management, then the effects should be limited to those 
proposed.  A statement similar to alternative 3 should be 

IDL12 This statement was made to disclose the expectations of 
moving the site out of an exotic plant community. 
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used. 

Page 65; Table 6.1 Comparison of the Effects of the 
Resource Issues by Alternative - Alt 6 standards 2, 3, 7:  
How is the term "long-term" defined?  Should the analysis 
not be limited to the 10 year term of the lease? 

IDL13 Long term has been defined in Table 6.1 to the term of the 
permit 

Page 66; Table 6.1 Comparison of Effects of the Resource 
Issues by Alternative - Alt 3 and Alt 6: Similar to the 
comment above, there are no time frames associated with 
short and long term. Does not make information relevant if 
there is no context.  

IDL14 The BLM appreciates the IDL's comments. The BLM will take 
your comment under consider and address the difinition of 
long-term and short-term on Table Alt-6.1 and where else 
applicable for the final EIS. 

Page 66; Table 6.1 Comparison of Effects of the Resource 
Issues by Alternative - Alt 6: similar to comment above 
"very slow" is not well defined.  Months? Years? Decades? 
 
  

IDL15 See BLM comment to IDL comment IDL14. 

Page 67; Table 6.1 Comparison of Effects of the Resource 
Issues by Alternative - Need to include economic impact to 
state endowment trust lands based on potential reductions in 
AUMs. 

IDL16 See response to comment IDL02. 

Pages 72-73; 2.4 Alternative 12 - Idaho Governor's Sage 
Grouse Management - Inadequate time is an insufficient 
rationale for not considering rangeland improvements.  In 
addition, range improvements will most certainly have an 
interconnected relationship with grazing management 
systems, to which one cannot be analyzed without the other 
in  many instances.  By not considering potential range 
improvements, BLM is not adequately considering all 

IDL17 BLM's considered alternatives with range improvements but 
eliminated them from detailed study in section 2.4 of the EIS 
due to time limitations and funding. No new project 
construction or reconstruction is considered within any 
alternative of this NEPA document. In addition, no juniper 
treatments, active restoration of seedings or plant 
communities, or removal of range improvements, including 
water developments or fences will be analyzed. Regarding 
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feasible alternatives.                   
  

consideration for additional range projects, from the outset of 
this process, BLM has clearly communicated during permittee 
meetings in 2012 that new range projects would not be 
included in these grazing permit renewals. In these meetings, 
BLM communicated that it would not be possible to use range 
projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards and land-use 
plan objectives because inadequate time existed to complete 
both the pre-NEPA project layout and design and the required 
pre-surveys and clearances that are necessary to allow for an 
adequate NEPA analysis of site-specific impacts associated 
with new range projects. Analysis of consequences of any new 
project construction or reconstruction may be addressed 
through a separate NEPA analysis and will not be included in 
this EIS. 

Page 291; 3.10.2 - Effects Common to All Alternatives - The 
yearly Net Present Value of state endowment trust land 
leases under each alternative are as follows: Alternative 1 - 
0; Alternative 2 - 0; Alternative 3 - $16,381.39 (NPV of Lost 
Revenue), 16% of loss; Alternative 4 - $33,033.11 (NPV of 
Lost Revenue), 33%; Alternative 5 - 0; Alternative 6 - 
$99,878.12 (NPV of Lost Revenue), 100% 

IDL18 See response to comment IDL02. 

We are especially concerned that the BLM team assembled 
to collect, evaluate, and summarize rangeland health 
information was given too short of a period of time to collect 
accurate, repeatable rangeland monitoring data. Also 
concerning to us is the lack of communication with the 
permittees during this process and that no opportunity was 
given to incorporate any data gathered by permittees or their 
consultants. 

IFB01 The 2013 court-ordered date has been in place since 2008 and 
has been emphasized to all permittees involved since the onset 
of the deadline.  Permittees and interested parties were notified 
over two years ago about the applications for permit renewal 
and associated permit renewal process.  Data has been 
collected throughout the duration of the permit terms.  
Permittees have also been requested to submit "Actual Use 
Grazing Reports" annually as stated as a term and condition on 
grazing permits.  Any additional information gathered or 
collected by the permittee or other interested parties is 
welcome to be submitted to the BLM at anytime.  Several 
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meetings and correspondence has occurred throughout the 
entire litigation period and more recent consultation and 
coordination is outlined in  Section 4 of the EIS 

Finally, a review of the Idaho Department of Environmental 
Quality data indicates that multiple stream segments that 
BLM listed as 303D impaired have actually been removed 
from that list and the readily available, up-to-date data was 
not used in your determinations. We are troubled by BLMs 
reliance upon outdated information that paints the allotments 
in the worst possible light without any reference or inclusion 
of more current data that is more favorable to the permittees. 

IFB02 BLM has met with IDEQ on two occasions (6/21 & 7/10- 
2013).  Inconsistencies bewteen DEQ 2010 spatial dataset and 
the information on the integrated map browser were discussed 
and a solution formulated.  All DEQ data has been re-
evaluated and updates made throughout the FEIS and in the 
Water Resource Specialist Report Addendum. 

The Poison Creek allotment is not within occupied bighorn 
habitat.  Even if bighorn from neighboring areas traversed 
the allotment, the presence of guard dogs, herd dogs and 
herder(s) would more than likely prevent contact. 

IWGA01 The Poison Creek allotment lies within the Owyhee Mountain 
Bighorn Sheep Population Management Unit defined by the 
IDFG. As the authorizing agency of the Poison Creek Grazing 
Association domestic sheep grazing permit, it the responsibilty 
of the BLM to consider that designation and for the purpose of 
the DEIS, analyze the potential contact between domstic sheep 
and bighorn sheep. Map WDLF-7 illustrates the location of the 
Poison Creek allotment in the Owyhee Front Population 
Management Unit. In addition, Incidental observations of 
bighorn sheep in realtion to the Poison Creek allotment 
(Section3.6.1.1, page 223) and application of the risk-of-
contact model in estimating preference habitat, connectivity 
habitat, and unsuitable habitat strongly suggest that bighorn 
sheep have the potential to traverse this country.  

Even if contact did occur (which is highly unlikely), there is 
no scientific proof that states disease transmission is one 
hundred percent (100%). 

IWGA02 Section 3.6.1, 212 to 217 provides a thorough discussion on 
bighorn sheep in southwestern Idaho and southeastern Oregon 
and the risk of disease transmission between domestic sheep 
and bighorn sheep. 
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A further point to show how biased and frivolous this 
proposal is the simple fact that domestic sheep have been in 
this area for over one hundred years and we still have 
bighorn.  The bighorn in Idaho (both Rocky Mountain and 
California) are not designated as threatened or endangered 
under the Endangered Species Act.  Indeed, the animal is 
classified as a game animal and is hunted. 

IWGA03 Bighorn sheep are recognized by the BLM as a sensitive 
species. Under this designation, the BLM promotes the 
conservation of this species by managing the habitat so not to 
contribute to any future downgrades in it's status or eventual 
listing under the Endangered Species Act. Section 3.6.1, pages 
212 to 217 provides a thorough discussion on bighorn sheep in 
southwestern Idaho and southeastern Oregon and the risk of 
disease transmission between domestic sheep and bighorn 
sheep. 

The BLM seems to be following the path ofthe US Forest 
Service even though the BLM does not have the "viability" 
requirement in their rules that the USFS has.  

IWGA04 See BLM response response to comment IWGCA03. 

The Association urges that the BLM leave the terms of the 
allotment as is and work with the permittee in implementing 
best-management practices to help assure separation. 

IWGA05 In authorizing a new permit, the BLM is required to analyze 
the impacts of the submitted application and a range of 
alternatives. The preffered alternative will be decided upon by 
the authorizing official. If domestic sheep grazing is 
authorized, the BLM will continue to work with the permittee, 
as well as IDFG, to maintain separation between domestic 
sheep and bighorn sheep and reduce the possibility of any 
disease transmission. 

One aspect of concern, not readily identified in the 
document, was the loss of domestic sheep from the band and 
reported forays away from the band.  Either example of 
forays only exacerbates the level of risk to bighorn.  In so 
much as bighorn sheep do not have a natural or manmade 
defense against these diseases; permanent separation is the 
only viable option. 

IWSF01 The BLM agrees that the potential for domestic sheep to stray 
or be lost from the main herd is a real threat and that separtion 
of the two species required. In recognizing the need to 
maintain separation and because of compliance concerns with 
the existing best management practices (BMPs) under the 
current Separation Agreement between the BLM and permitte, 
the BMPs are now being analyzed as terms and conditions 
(Section 3.6.2, page 231). 
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I am certain that the ranch would not provide even a modest 
living to one family if the AUMs and range land access were 
decreased.   We have to buy hay to supplement what we 
raise every year even now. We are using all of our privately 
owned ground to run our cattle on now.  We have no access 
to other ground  to lease either from  the state or from other 
individuals.   Our accountant  would be happy to provide the 
summaries of ranch income and expenses for as many years 
as necessary to support our contention. 

JIR01 As noted on page 291 of the DEIS, the values presented in the 
document represent the fixed costs for sample ranches because 
the BLM ID team does not know the enterprise budget for 
each ranch associated with the Group 2 allotments and cannot 
know or anticipate how each ranch will respond to changes in 
allotment management. Each ranch can make a variety of 
choices, including how they acquire replacement feed 
(hay/state or private grazing lands), whether to keep, sell, or 
purchase new animals, how the animals will be managed 
(transportation, herding, etc.). The DEIS makes clear that the 
actual values associated with changes in AUMs may be very 
different for each rancher than what is described in the 
document. The BLM appreciates that you are willing to share 
information about your ranch that could aid the analysis. 
However, it would be necessary to have this information for 
all ranches in order to provide the same level of analysis for 
every allotment. Because we do not have this information, the 
more generalized analysis provided in the DEIS will remain in 
the Final EIS. 

We have requested permission in the past to develop springs 
and to improve water tanks.  We have not been given 
permission to do anything to this or to make other 
improvements.   We have  put in new pipe and a tire tank for 
an existing  tank site at our own expense.   This helped  
substantially in giving the cattle easier access to water and 
decreasing cattle concentration in  
any given area. 

JIR02 See BLM response to IDL17. 

We have not documented  our stewardship with pictures, 
charts, measurements  and other solid proof of our good 
range management practices, but would be happy to do so at 
your request. 

JIR03 The BLM encourages permittee monitoring and joint 
monitoring with the BLM.  Thank you for your comment. 
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The danger from range fires is high in our area.  This danger 
would increase drastically if no or limited  grazing  were  
permitted  on  our  allotments.    We were  not  able  to  use  
an  entire  section  of rangeland for three years after the 
Chubby fire in 2006. 

JIR04 Wildfire Fuels was considered and dismissed from detailed 
analysis as stated on pages 68-70 of the EIS; Using livestock 
grazing as a tool for managing vegetation and fuel loads will 
be addressed in the Idaho/Southwest Montana Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

NRCS  is concerned  with ensuring  the health and weltare 
of the agricultmal community impacted by the DEIS. We 
appreciate BLM's inclusion and detailed  analysis of Social 
and Economic Values in the Affected Environment Section.  
We urge the Owyhee Field Manager to give the effects on 
social and economic values equal consideration as those on 
natural resources  when issuing a proposed  grazing decision  
with the Final EIS. 

NRCS01 The BLM takes seriously the social and economic impacts to 
the community and will consider these impacts when 
developing proposed and final decisions. However, the 
primary obligation of the Owyhee Field Manager is to ensure 
that the new grazing permit protects resources in a manner 
consistent with the BLM’s obligations under the Taylor 
Grazing Act (TGA), the FLPMA, Idaho S&Gs and the ORMP. 
The BLM acknowledges that wherever the agency reduces 
AUMs, there are likely to be impacts to specific ranching 
operations and, sometimes, surrounding communities. 
However, should such risks preclude BLM from acting to 
protect healthy, sustainable landscapes, then BLM lands that 
need improvement would never improve and BLM would fail 
to meet its legal obligations to sustain healthy lands for the 
future. 

Further,  NRCS is concerned  that Alternatives  3 - 6 could 
shift adverse  impacts on rangeland health to state and 
private lands, if permittees  choose to increase utilization  on 
these lands in response to a reduction  in AUMs and/or 
season of use on BLM land.  

NRCS02 The BLM cannot speculate that permittees would degrade 
other private and state lands as a result of the Alternatives 3-6.  
Cumulative Impacts of adjacent lands are disclosed in Chapter 
3 of the EIS. 

In addition,  NRCS  has technical and financial  resources  to 
work with livestock  producers on range improvements that 
could assist in more rapid achievement of rangeland  health 
standards. Since an Alternative  that includes  range 
improvements was not analyzed  in the DEIS, we are 
interested  in exploring ways to expedite  the additional  
NEPA analyses that will be needed to implement  the range 

NRCS03 BLM's considered alternatives with range improvements but 
eliminated them from detailed study in section 2.4 of the EIS 
due to time limitations and funding. No new project 
construction or reconstruction is considered within any 
alternative of this NEPA document. In addition, no juniper 
treatments, active restoration of seedings or plant 
communities, or removal of range improvements, including 
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improvements identified  in Alternative  7. water developments or fences will be analyzed. Regarding 

consideration for additional range projects, from the outset of 
this process, BLM has clearly communicated during permittee 
meetings in 2012 that new range projects would not be 
included in these grazing permit renewals. In these meetings, 
BLM communicated that it would not be possible to use range 
projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards and land-use 
plan objectives because inadequate time existed to complete 
both the pre-NEPA project layout and design and the required 
pre-surveys and clearances that are necessary to allow for an 
adequate NEPA analysis of site-specific impacts associated 
with new range projects. Analysis of consequences of any new 
project construction or reconstruction may be addressed 
through a separate NEPA analysis and will not be included in 
this EIS. 

Finally, on page 284 under Non-market values of ranching 
there are two references  to the Group  1 allotments, which 
appear to be typographic  errors that should be corrected  in 
the Final EIS. 

NRCS04 These errors will be corrected in the FEIS. 

Due to the critical nature of the pending decisions on Group 
2 Permit Renewals, we request that a coordination  meeting 
be held prior to the BLM's issuance of a proposed decision, 
in order for the issues and questions we have raised to have 
an impact on the proposed decisions. 

OCC01 The BLM has monthly coordination meetings with Owyhee 
County to discuss issues and progress on the Owyhee 68 
allotment permit process.  The BLM plans to meet with 
Owyhee County Commissioners prior to the release of the 
final EIS and proposed decisions sometime in August 2013. 
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The grouping and sub grouping of the 25 allotments and 
separate presentations of information throughout the 700 
pages of the Group 2 DEIS and the associated 600 pages in 
the Specialist Reports (Which must be requested in writing 
separately) makes it extremely difficult if not impossible to 
locate and consider all of the DEIS information and 
implications applicable to a particular allotment within the 
time frame allowed. The DEIS must be reorganized to fully 
address all of the elements of NEPA for each allotment in 
one place. The OFO cannot expect to receive meaningful 
comment without providing meaningful  information in a 
clear and unambiguous manner. 

OCC02 The BLM agrees that combining all 25 allotments had its 
challenges to analysis and display.  However the BLM has met 
its requirements in accordance with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, 
and BLM policy.   To ease with the navigation through the 
FEIS, BLM will include an Index in the document which will 
allow the reader to navigate the document by allotment, 
resource, or other area of interest.   

The alternatives presented in the DEIS are all in part or 
entirely in conflict with; the Owyhee County Natural 
Resources Plan, the FLPMA, the Owyhee RMP and the 
Idaho Range Health Standards.  Therefore, the alternatives 
in the DEIS cannot represent the reasonable range of viable 
alternatives required by NEPA. 

OCC03 These comments elaborated the commenter's opinion of where 
and how the DEIS conflicted with the County Plan, FLPMA, 
and the ORMP.  As for the range of alternatives portion of this 
comment; The purpose and need statement for an externally 
generated action must describe the BLM purpose and need, 
not an applicant’s or external proponent’s purpose and need 
(40 CFR 1502.13). The applicant’s purpose and need may 
provide useful background information, but this description 
must not be confused with the BLM purpose and need for 
action. The BLM action triggers the NEPA analysis. It is the 
BLM purpose and need for action that will dictate the range 
of alternatives and provide a basis for the rationale for 
eventual selection of an alternative in a decision (BLM 
NEPA Handbook at 35) (emphasis added). The Draft EIS 
includes analysis through a reasonable range of alternatives 
supported with 2013 Specialist Reports, Evaluations, and 
Determinations for each of the Group 2 allotments associated 
with these grazing permit renewals. Furthermore, BLM has 
met its requirements in accordance with NEPA, APA, 
FLPMA, and BLM policy. Specifically in regards to taking a 
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hard look, in accordance with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-
1790-1, which defines a hard look as “a reasoned analysis 
containing quantitative or detailed qualitative information”. 
The EIS analysis includes qualitative and quantitative 
information to support an adequate NEPA analysis for 
renewing grazing permits in the Group 2 allotments. 

The DEIS reports that "Alternative 7- Range Improvements" 
was considered but rejected (DEIS at 68). The reasoning 
given is,  " ....BLM communicated  that it would not be 
possible to use range projects to achieve Rangeland Health 
Standards and land-use  plan objectives because inadequate 
time existed ...... "(DEIS at 68) The "inadequate  time" 
relates to the BLM commitment  to,  "fully  process and 
renew  grazing permits in accordance with the Order 
Approving Stipulated Settlement Agreement (United States  
District Court  for the District of Idaho  Case 1:97-CV-
00519 BLWJ dated June 26. 2008." (DEIS at 8). However, 
early notice of an intention to violate requirements of the 
grazing regulations, FLPMA, Owyhee Resource 
Management  Plan, Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health 
and NEPA is not an acceptable substitute for adherence to 
law and policy. Please explain how BLMs failure to act 
immediately on the "settlement agreement" justifies 
disregard of established statutory  and regulatory law and 
agency policy. 

OCC04 Range improvements are outside the scope of the purpose and need 
for an action and as stated in section 1.4 Purpose and Need of Action 
page 15 of the EIS. "The purpose of this action is to provide for 
livestock grazing opportunities on public lands using existing 
infrastructure...).  Regarding consideration for additional range 
projects, from the outset of this process with the first permittee 
meetings, BLM has clearly communicated that new range projects 
would not be included in these grazing permit renewals.  In these 
meetings, BLM communicated that it would not be possible to use 
range projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards and LUP 
objectives because inadequate time existed to complete the pre-
NEPA project layout and design, and to complete the required pre-
surveys and clearances, that are necessary to allow for an adequate 
NEPA analysis of site-specific impacts associated with new range 
projects.  During these meetings, and after BLM  reiterated that new 
projects could not be adequately addressed in a NEPA analysis, 
permittees modified their applications indicating that projects would 
be nice to have but that they were not necessary to implement the 
proposed grazing management modifications found in their 
applications.  Because projects were proposed, BLM did address in 
the EIS the fact that projects were proposed. The reality of 
completing the Owyhee 68 grazing permit renewals in accordance 
with the May 2008 Stipulated Settlement Agreement by the Court-
ordered deadline (December 31, 2013), and to avoid a potential 
injunction of grazing on the remaining Owyhee 68 permits, the time 
required to complete an adequate NEPA analysis of additional range 
projects was not conducive to meet these deadlines.  Additionally, as 
is included in Section 2.4 – Alternative 7 of the FEIS, BLM includes 
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additional rationale for why new rangeland projects and 
infrastructure to meet land health standards and/or resource 
objectives are not being included in the FEIS for analysis to meet the 
purpose and need for renewing term grazing permits.  Included in the 
rationale are:  A variety and considerable number of range 
improvement projects such as spring developments, fences, 
reservoirs, storage tanks, and troughs have already been constructed 
across the allotments to aid in livestock grazing management. For 
example, there are approximately 220 miles of fencing and 
approximately 63 troughs and reservoirs in place on public land in 
the Group 2 Allotments. The BLM decided to rely on additional 
means to improve rangeland health and meet RMP objectives in this 
permit renewal process, including in part, varying the seasons of use 
for grazing, adjusting the timing and intensity of use, and also by 
considering adjustments to stocking rates. The BLM is preparing an 
RMP-amending Environmental Impact Statement that considers 
alternative strategies to protect greater sage-grouse in Idaho and 
southwestern Montana; consequently, the Owyhee Field Office is 
reluctant to approve new range improvement projects in sage-grouse 
habitat.  BLM Washington Office Instruction Memorandum 2012-
043 provides interim conservation policies and procedures to the 
field offices to be applied to ongoing and proposed authorizations 
and activities that affect Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitats while 
the sub-regional RMP Amendment process is underway. The 
guidance is in effect until the BLM develops and decides how to best 
incorporate long-term conservation measures for greater sage-grouse 
into applicable Land Use Plans. Proposed fences are addressed with 
the following guidance:  Evaluate the need for proposed fences, 
especially those within 1.25 miles of leks that have been active 
within the past 5 years and in movement corridors between leks and 
roost locations. Consider deferring fence construction unless the 
objective is to benefit Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, improve land 
health, promote successful reclamation, protect human health and 
safety, or provide resource protection.  Similarly, water 
developments are addressed with the following guidance:  NEPA 
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analysis for all water developments must assess impacts to Greater 
Sage-Grouse and its habitat. Install escape ramps and a mechanism 
such as a float or shut-off valve to control the flow of water in tanks 
and troughs. Design structures in a manner that minimizes potential 
for production of mosquitos which may carry West Nile virus.  As a 
result, the complexity of considering and analyzing proposed 
projects during grazing permit renewal is heightened pending the 
identification of long-term conservation measures for Greater Sage-
Grouse in the amendment to the Owyhee Resource Management 
Plan not yet completed.  Inventories and surveys would be necessary 
to fully and appropriately analyze and disclose the direct, indirect, 
and cumulative impacts associated with new or modified 
infrastructure projects. The limited time available in order to meet 
the terms of June 26, 2008 Order Approving Stipulated Settlement 
Agreement permits makes it impossible to complete the analysis of 
project modification and/or construction. There simply is no time to 
conduct the necessary site-specific inventories and surveys of 
resources affected by infrastructure projects.  The project proposals 
received failed to identify the way in which they would facilitate 
significant progress towards, or the attainment of, land health 
standards.  While many of the proposed projects appear to facilitate 
livestock production, the majority appear to have a limited 
relationship to the grazing management practices needed to meet or 
make progress toward meeting land health standards, conform to 
guidelines, or meet management objectives. The projects proposed 
provided insufficient site-specific information (locations, 
engineering specifications, etc.) for BLM to fully analyze the 
improvements.  BLM’s regulations for grazing administration 
specific to the standards and guidelines (43 CFR 4180.2) require that 
the authorized BLM officer, upon determining existing grazing 
management practices or levels of grazing use on public lands are 
significant factors in failing to achieve the standards and conform 
with the guidelines, take appropriate action as soon as practicable but 
not later than the start of the next grazing year.  Considering the time 
required for project design, completion of site specific surveys and 



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
NEPA analysis, plus construction time, it is unlikely that the 
authorized officer could take the required appropriate action prior to 
the start of the next grazing year. It would be most likely that these 
projects could not be completed in time, and would therefore require 
a set of interim actions to be taken while projects were still in various 
stages of analysis and construction. Even these interim actions could 
require another layer of NEPA analysis before implementation, 
further delaying progress toward improving rangeland conditions. 
Although BLM excluded range improvements from this permit 
renewal process for the above reasons, this is not intended to 
preclude proposals for range improvement projects that directly 
address rangeland health standards, ORMP objectives, and issues 
relating to protection of BLM sensitive species such as sage-grouse. 
Permittees are still encouraged to submit applications for range 
improvement projects outside the current permit renewal process, 
and the BLM will take a close look at the merit of those proposals 
within the context of any budgetary constraints at the time.   

The DEIS failure to include range improvements to 
implement grazing management that achieves ORMP 
objectives and ISRH standards is plainly in conflict with the 
ORMP and thus violates the FLPMA mandate to manage in 
accordance with Land Use Plans. 

OCC05 See BLM response to OCC04. 
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The DEIS functionally disregards statutory and regulatory 
mandates by failing to initiate and carry out careful and 
considered Consultation,  Coordination, and Cooperation  
(CCC) with permittees. FLPMA (43 USC§ 1752 (d) & (e)) 
requires such CCC with permittees in the development  of or 
the modification of Allotment Management Plans (AMPs). 
Alternatively, a determination  may be made that an AUP is 
not necessary. This DEIS does neither.  The failure of the 
BLM to engage in meaningful CCC is a violation of the 
FLPMA mandate to manage in accordance with Land Use 
Plans. The ORMP July 1999 Final EIS (1999 FEIS), states, 
"The  livestock operators that  are  permitted to graze on  
public lands.  land owners within allotments as well as state 
agencies responsible   for managing lands with the of(ected 
allotment would enter a process of consultation. cooperation 
and coordination prior to the issuance of proposed 
decisions." (1999 FEIS Vol. I at C-55). Furthermore, the 
ORMP reinforces the FEIS statement with two definitions  
of AMPs relating to process and function.  The failure to 
engage in careful and considered CCC is a violation of the 
Grazing Regulations, Subpart 4100---Grazing  
Administration-Exclusive of Alaska (October  I, 2005 
edition) requires CCC with permittees under Sub Sections § 
4110.3-2 Decreasing permitted use, § 4110.3-3. 
Implementing reductions in permitted use and§ 4130.3-3 
Modification of permits or leases. Clearly, proposals that 
involve any change in permitted use or terms and conditions 
of a permit require CCC. This DEIS does not report any 
meaningful  CCC with permittees in regard to any of the 6 
alternatives. Please explain  why CCC  has not been fully 
and adequately utilized  in the development of alternatives 
for the DEIS. 

OCC06 As per 4130.3-3, “Following consultation, cooperation, and 
coordination with the affected lessees or permittees, the State 
having lands or responsible for managing resources within the 
area, and the interested public, the authorized officer may 
modify terms and conditions of the permit or lease when the 
active use or related management practices are not meeting the 
land use plan, allotment management plan or other activity 
plan, or management objectives, or is not in conformance with 
the provisions of subpart 4180 of this part. To the extent 
practical, the authorized officer shall provide to affected 
permittees or lessees, States having lands or responsibility for 
managing resources within the affected area, and the interested 
public an opportunity to review, comment and give input 
during the preparation of reports that evaluate monitoring and 
other data that are used as a basis for making decisions to 
increase or decrease grazing use, or to change the terms and 
conditions of a permit or lease.” The BLM has completed 
extensive consultation, cooperation, and coordination with 
affected permittees and interested publics . As outlined in 
Chapter 4 of EIS # DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS, 
several meetings were held and multiple opportunities to 
review documents occurred.  In addition to a Scoping Open 
House in February 2012 and a second Open House on June 13, 
2013, BLM met with 14 individual affected permittees at the 
Owyhee Field Office during the month of June 2012 (see 
Table CCC-1 in the FEIS).  Additionally, after the DEIS was 
published, BLM met with Western Watershed Projects in June 
2013; Poison Creek LLC on June 12, 2013; Doug Burgess on 
June 12, 2013; the Blackstock Springs allotment permittees – 
Ted Blackstock, Alan Johnstone, Elias Jaca, Tony Richards, 
and Chad Gibson on June 13, 2013; Chad and Dannelle 
Hensley, and Sean Burch (separately), on June 17, 2013; 
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applicable Group 2 Cooperating Agencies of record – Idaho 
Department of Lands and Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
on June 26, 2013; Tim Lowry , and Chipmunk Grazing 
Association (separately), on June 27, 2013.  BLM is not 
required to maintain or develop an Allotment Management 
Plan (AMP).  Per 43 CFR Subpart 4120.2, AMPs or other 
activity plans intended to serve as the functional equivalent of 
AMPs may be developed by...BLM.  And regardless of the 
title, the equivalent plan shall be prepared in careful and 
considered consultation, cooperation, and coordination with 
affected permittees...and the interested public.  The Owyhee 
Field Office has not maintained nor developed AMPs since 
they were originally developed in the early-1980s.  
Furthermore, the previous AMPs have not been followed for 
more than 20 years.  Instead, the Owyhee Field Office (along 
with many BLM offices) adopted the incorporation of grazing 
management plans within final decisions to serve as the 
equivalent plans to AMPs.  The primary reason being that all 
and any grazing management plan (regardless of plan title) is 
required to be developed in accordance with 43 CFR Subparts 
4120.2 and 4160.1.  CFR 4120.2 requires that "the equivalent 
plan shall be prepared in careful and considered consultation, 
cooperation, and coordination with affected permittees...and 
the interested public."  With this said, there are no efficiencies 
in developing a separate AMP when AMPs require the same 
level of interested public involvement in development and still 
requires a proposed and final decision per 43 CFR Subpart 
4160.1 to approve. 
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However, BLM has failed to: 1) Collect any new ecological 
site inventory information since the late 1970s so the 
adjustment  of stocking rates cannot be based on this 
element of the ORMP  guidance. 2) BLM has failed to 
obtain sufficient utilization information to estimate carrying 
capacity that justifies any reduction in stocking rates. 3) 
BLM has failed to conduct Range 
Health Assessments in accordance with established 
protocols and in a timely manner (much of the information  
in now more than 10 years old). 

OCC07 There is no recent ESI on these allotments.  However, 
ecological site descriptions and other monitoring 
data/information were used to compare current vegetative 
conditions with expected vegetative conditions.   Stocking 
rates were not based on ecological site inventory data 
(Appendix C).  Stocking rates were based on all available 
monitoring data including current utilization data, actual use, 
production data from ESDs and based it on percent public land 
production (Estimating Initial Stocking Rates NRCS Tech Ref. 
2009).  All available information for each allotment, including 
but not limited to the information listed above were used  for 
analysis in the EIS.  In addition use supervision and billing 
information was considered.   

Please  identify the specific monitoring and assessment 
information and  explain the complete basis and  reasoning 
for reduced stocking rates  in any alternative where such 
actions  is proposed in the DEIS. 

OCC08 See BLM response to OCC07.  BLM took a hard look at each 
allotment using historic and current existing information (at 
least as far back as 1997) to make site specific adjustments 
according to the current information (Appendix C).  For all 
allotments, BLM monitoring information (trend, utilization, 
use pattern mapping, etc), actual use reports as submitted by 
the permittees, and Ecological Site Descriptions, were 
considered in reviewing each allotment.  Results of current 
stocking rates by allotment and/or pasture based on actual use, 
ESDs, and work to estimate initial stocking rates for 
consideration, along with conclusions regarding meeting or not 
meeting standards, were considered in developing alternatives 
which included active use reductions. 
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Clearly, the IIRH protocol affirms that professional 
judgment and ecological site descriptions are not substitutes 
for the Reference Sheet(s) required by the protocol. 

OCC09 This is not true as in accordance with Interpreting Indicators 
for Rangeland Health, Version 3, (2000), which was 
applicable during the time when field  assessments (2000-
2003) were completed in many allotments.  In Version 3, on p. 
1 "Furthermore, as comprehensive ecological site descriptions 
(which are used for reference) are not available for most sites, 
the user is frequently required to generate reference 
information based on their knowledge of the range of spatial 
and temporal variability apparent in a particular ecological 
site. This will frequently require two or more individuals (e.g., 
ecologist and soil scientist) to work together to make the 
evaluation." 1 under Step 1 that “ The use of ESDs was 
appropriate during the time of data collection and experienced, 
knowledgeable individuals collected the data.  Version 3 of the 
2000 IIRH, which was applicable during the time of 
assessments in 2003, states on p. 38 "This procedure relies 
upon the collective experience and knowledge of the 
evaluator(s) to classify each indicator and then to interpret the 
collective rating for the indicators into one summary rating of 
departure for each attribute. The rating of each indicator and 
the interpretation into a collective rating for each attribute is 
not apprentice level work. This procedure has been developed 
for use by experienced, knowledgeable evaluator(s). It is not 
intended that this assessment procedure be used by new and/or 
inexperienced or temporary type employees without training 
and assistance by more experienced and knowledgeable 
employees".    

Please explain why  the  results of the  RHA are believed  to 
be valid and  conclusive in spite of failure to adhere to 
specifically required protocols and  lack of supporting 
information. 

OCC10 See BLM response to OCC09 
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The Soil Report relates that conclusions by the on-site 
assessment team who completed the evaluation were altered  
by the permit renewal ID Team who had no knowledge of 
conditions existing on the site in 2003. The Soil Report  
states that, "Letters in italics display  final ratings 
determined during the interdisciplinary team revision in 
2012 where the original call from 2003 was changed based 
on all available information".(at 58) 

OCC11  Yes, out of a total 89 RHFAs (Rangeland Health Field 
Assessments), 3 attribute calls were changed (p. 58 and 61) 
“based on all available information”. This included the photos, 
additional notes for each indicator, and site summaries that are 
part of the original crew assessment. Review of these three 
changes show that they are not out of context and clearly 
reflect the applicable individual indicator calls (12 each for 
soil/site stability and hydrologic function and 9 for biotic 
integrity) which were not changed and, individually, weigh as 
much if not more than the attribute call that serves as a 
summary. Furthermore, RHFAs where just one part of several 
factors (e.g. trend, 2012 field observations, etc.) that 
contributed to the determination on whether a 
pasture/allotment was meeting.  Out of a total 89 RHFAs, 3 
individual attribute calls were changed (p. 58 and 61) - this 
leaves more than 99 percent of the RHFAs in an unmodified 
format. As stated in CGA22, the changes in attribute ratings 
for 0.03 percent of the (3) RHFAs were made with good 
reason after reviewing all available data and, in the end, would 
not have resulted in a different determination of whether a 
pasture/allotment was meeting or not. 

Please Explain why  the  NPR  ID Team believes it can 
substitute its judgment on the  basis of notes and  photos for  
that of the  Range Heath Evaluation ID team based on actual 
on-site observation. Does the  NPR  ID Team believe the 
RHE on-site ID team was  incompetent? 

OCC12 See BLM Response to OCC11. 
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The DEIS states that,  " The BLM has primarily utilized the 
lotic and lentic proper functioning condition (PFCI protocol 
to determine whether the objective is being met."' (DEIS at 
155-156). The referenced  protocols are found  in Technical 
Reference  1737-15, A User Guide to Assessing Proper 
Functioning Condition and Supporting Science  for Lotic 
Areas and 1737-16, A User Guide to Assessing Proper  
Functioning Condition and Supporting Science for Lentic 
Areas. The PFC protocols states that, "The PFC assessment 
refers to n consistent approach for considerinv hydrologv. 
vegetation. and erosion/deposition (soils) attributes and 
processes to assess the condition of riparian wetland areas. 
The PFC assessment is intended to be performed by a 
trained and experienced interdisciplinary (ID) team."' (TR 
1737-16 at 1). The TRs further state, "](all the answers on 
the checklist are "yes." this area is in proper functioning 
condition. "' (1737-16 at 13). However,  examination of 
some PFC check  sheets  for spring/wetland assessments 
show the process  was completed by just two individuals and 
no information is given as to their training  in hydrology, 
vegetation and soils or their  experience and training  in 
assessing spring systems  using the PFC protocol. The 
knowledge, experience and training is significant in that the 
PFC checklist field sheets for 6 unnamed  springs in one 
allotment were erroneously rated as Functional-at-Risk when 
they should  be rated as Proper Functioning Condition.  
Please provide information as to the  experience, knowledge 
and  training of the PFC assessment teams that completed 
the  evaluations. 

OCC13 Although the TR specifies and requires an ID team with the proper 
credentials conduct the PFC assessments- it is not required to 
provide the individuals knowledge, experience, and training on the 
field forms.   However, it is enusred that 1. seasonal employees 
consist of an ID team and 2. they  have both substantial experience 
and are adequately trained in the BLM PFC protocol.  Seasonal ID 
teams are trained by both FO staff as well as SO and National 
Riparain Team teaching cadres.  Additionally, over the course of the 
field season, FO staff accompnay seasonal employees who are 
continually calibrating.  Althoguh there are three springs assessments 
in the Blackstock Springs allotment that do not show any 'No' 
answers on the field form- see the following rational for each:     1.  
0515_Blackstock Springs_Unnamed Spring 5 7/8/2011 
UTM: 4789304N 507587E 
Observers: J. Ferguson, D. Harmon, & A. Ferguson 
This site is a wet meadow complex that is approximately 4 acres that 
is comprised of about 6 
springs or seeps. 
There is some light to moderate grazing and pugging that appears to 
be altering the flow pattern 
and is also limiting wetland obligates in some places. 
There are cattle present. 
All OBL species are healthy and vigorous.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
2. 0515_Blackstock Spring_Unnamed Spring 1 6/6/2011 
UTM: 4794094N 505625E 
Observers: J. Ferguson & D. Filkins 
The spring is in an exclosure approximately ¾ acres. The exclosure 
fence is in good condition 
and functioning properly. The spring water runs from the exclosure 
to the west and down a 2- 
4% slope and into a dugout livestock pond about ¼ mile away. 
The riparian area is possibly expanding outside the exclosure and 
down the slope. The pictures 
show the contrast from one side of the exclosure to the other. The 
riparian area outside the 
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exclosure shows evidence of heavy pugging and hummucking. 
JUBA is the only riparian 
obligate species present outside the exclosure. 
The exclosure fence could be expanded to encompass more of the 
lentic riparian area to protect it 
from livestock grazing and trampling.   In regards to experience, 
knowledge, and training, all seasonal employees tasked with riparian 
monitoring are properly trained working along side the applicable 
permanent field office specialist(s) prior to being allowed to work 
independent of the field office specialist.  In addition, as seasonal 
riparian monitoring training was offered by the district or state 
office, new employees were required to go through the formal PFC 
and/or MIM training.  Most years, regardless if a seasonal or 
temporary employee is new or a returnee, employees were required 
to participate in the applicable seasonal training for PFC and/or 
MIM.  For example, J. (Jake) Ferguson listed above, was a 
seasonal/temporary employee with the Owyhee Field Office between 
2005-2011.  Jake had a Bachelor’s Degree from the University of 
Idaho in Wildlife when he started with BLM in 2005.  Jake was 
trained (and annually refreshed on PFC and Greenline/MIM) by 
Mike Mathis, Pam Druliner, and Rich Jackson over the years  upon 
returning to BLM work each spring/summer.  Annually, the field 
office specialist would spend up to one week in the field providing a 
refresher for the returning employee and the initial training to any of 
the new employees.  During many years, State Office leads such as 
Bryce Bohn, Scott Hoefer, and prior to Bryce/Scott, Steve Smith 
(currently the National Riparian Team Leader), would spend time in 
the Owyhee Field Office providing PFC/MIM working training 
sessions in the field and back in the office, providing the appropriate 
training to existing, returning, and new employees.   Many years 
Jake was retained to conduct riparian and wildlife monitoring well 
into November.  Jake had 6 years of experience conducting PFC and 
MIM in the Owyhee grazing allotments, and in the later years, Jake 
served as a PFC team/crew leader of teams from 2-5 employees.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
The ISRH Standard  7 (Water  Quality) is,  "Surface and  
ground water on public lands comply with the Idaho Water 
Quality Standards."' (ISRH  at 7). The Water Report  asserts  
that a number of unnamed ephemeral and intermittent 
drainages are on the Idaho DEQ 303(d) list by virtue of 
being a tributary and within listed stream Assessment Unit 
drainage.  However, the 303(d) stream lists, maps and other 
available information from the Idaho DEQ (Mid Snake 
River/Succor Creek Subbasin Five Year Review, Sept 2011) 
and (Jordan Creek Subbasin Assessment and TMDL, 
December (2009.) specifically identify only the 303(d) listed 
streams and the associated Assessment Unit. (See map MSS-
TMDL at 3) (JC-TMDL at 63). In addition, IDEQ is no 
longer applying specific temperature criteria but is using the 
Potential Natural Vegetation model as the temperature 
standard for supporting beneficial use. Please explain why 
the BLM  is using stream designations and  temperature 
criteria that differ from  the Idaho DEQ 

OCC14 BLM has met with IDEQ on two occasions (6/21 & 7/17- 
2013).  Inconsistencies bewteen DEQ 2010 spatial dataset and 
the information on the integrated map browser were discussed 
and a solution formulated.  All DEQ data has been re-
evaluated and updates made throughout the FEIS.  
Additionally, an addendum to the Riparian Specialist Report is 
available from the OFO and in the Project Record.  The Cow 
Creek allotment is an example of where in the DEIS, Standard 
7 was not being met, but in the FEIS it is- language reflective 
of this change can be found in teh FEIS on pages 12, 164, and 
183. 

The Riparian /Water Specialist Report (Riparian Report) 
states that there are two questions to be answered by the 
assessment 1) Is the allotment meeting the Idaho Standards 
for Rangeland Health (ISRH)? And 2) if, the allotment is not 
meeting the ISRH, is it making significant progress toward 
meeting the ISRH'?" (Riparian Report at 4). However, 
neither the DEIS nor the Riparian Report provide any 
riparian trend information with which to evaluate significant 
progress. Thus the second question cannot be answered and 
a valid determination  cannot be completed for ISRH 
standards 2, 3, and 7. Please explain  how BLM  is 
evaluating "significant progress" relative to Standards 2, 3 
&7. 

OCC15 Thre are numerous situations where multiple years of PFC 
data have been collected for the same reach of stream.  In 
these cases, there was flexibility and rational to determine if a 
pasture or allotment was making significant progress.  For 
example, in the Soda Creek allotment, 2 reaches of stream 
were assessed FAR in 2002, but were re-assessed in PFC in 
2009.  However, there were also two MIM sites and their 
metrics to consider.  Median stubble hight was relatively low 
on both (6.5 and 4.0) and bank alteration was high on both (20 
and 16%).  Therefore, it was concluded that the allotment was 
making progress towards meeting Standards 2, 3, and 7. 
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The DEIS cites wild horse influences on the Rats Nest, 
Elephant Butte allotments due to their inclusion or partial 
inclusion in the Hardtrigger Herd Management  Area 
(HHMA). The HHMA covers 66,065 acres of which 5,531 
acres (8.4%) are in the Rats Nest allotment and 452 acres 
0.6% are in the Elephant Butte allotment. The Appropriate 
Management  Level (AML) for the HHMA is 98 horses and 
1,176 AUMs. Thus the proportional allocation for the Rats 
Nest allotment is 8.2 horses or 98 AUMs and for Elephant 
butte 0.67 horses and 7 AUMs. The DEIS reports that  
"Currently,  25 to 35 wild horses use the Rats Nest 
allotment.... "(DEIS at 310) Please explain why BLM  is 
allowing excessive use by wild  horses  in the Rats Nest and 
Sands Basin allotments. 

OCC16 Addressing wild horse populations is outside of the scope of 
the purpose and need of this EIS.  As stated on page 310 of the 
EIS, the BLM is expected to implement a population treatment 
and removal gather of Wild Horses within the next 2 years, 
according to a September 2012 decision (DOI-BLM-ID-B030-
2012-0010, signed 9/26/2012). Idaho BLM included this HMA 
on the BLM national gather schedule in October of 2012 and 
2013, but due to other national wild horse program priorities,  
the gather has been cancelled.  Idaho BLM will continue to 
work with the Washington Office BLM to get this HMA 
gathered. 

The DEIS presents no specific information directly 
indicating that habitat conditions for any of the listed 
sensitive species in any of the allotments is  unsuitable to 
maintain viable  populations. Absent such information  it is 
not possible to make a determination on any of the 
allotments relative to any of the noted "special status 
species". Please  explain  why the SS species are  not 
individually and directly addressed as required by the IRHS 
in terms of "maintaining viable  populations".  

OCC17 Special Status Species are addressed in the DEIS.  Under 
Existing Condition in Section 3.7.1 of the EIS a summary of 
habitat conditions is provided on a species by species basis.    
 
For example, “Cusick’s pincushion (Chaenactis cusickii) is an 
annual species endemic to the Owyhee uplands region 
(Mansfield, 2010). It occurs in the Owyhee River drainage in 
Owyhee County, Idaho, and Malheur County, Oregon 
(NatureServe). Within the project area, this species is known 
from two occurrences, one in the Elephant Butte allotment and 
one in the Poison Creek allotment (IDFG, 2011), (Portland 
State University, 2012). This annual forb typically grows on 
clay soils derived from dark brown volcanic ash outcrops of 
the Poison Creek and Succor Creek Formations that are 
sparsely vegetated with Wyoming big sagebrush or salt desert 
shrub communities (Atwood, 2001) (Mansfield, 2010) 
(Moseley, 1994)). Cusick’s pincushion is an annual plant that 
occurs in the same habitat as soft blazingstar and Owyhee 
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phacelia, and they are all often associated species. This 
species’ habitat is not typically utilized for forage by cattle 
because of the sparse vegetation although livestock trampling 
and trailing can be detrimental. Known occurrences within the 
project area are threatened by livestock trampling/trailing, 
mining (permitted and recreational), illegal dumping, and 
OHV use (IDFG, 2011).” 

The DEIS Alternatives 3 and 4 blindly apply grazing use 
restrictions based solely on alleged failures to meet one or 
more of the ISRH standards or ORMP management 
objectives. However, there must be sufficient factual, 
reliable and pertinent  information establishing the status of 
Range Health Standards and ORMP Objectives. The DEIS 
fails in this regard.  Second, the grazing prescription must be 
capable of having an impact or lack thereof which maintains 
or assures improvement  of resources. The DEIS 
Alternatives 3, 4 and 6 fail in this regard. Third, the strategy 
cannot be so narrow in focus that non target resources are 
damaged in the process. The DEIS Alternatives 3, 4 and 6 
fail in this regard. 

OCC18 BLM used all current available data/information and science to 
determine if rangeland health standards and ORMP objectives 
were being met or not(Appendix E-determinations EIS; 
Specialist Reports project record).  Therefore, BLM used 
factual, reliable, and pertinent allotment specific information 
to determine current resource conditions throughout the Group 
2 EIS project area.  The DEIS doesn’t fail in this regards.  
Secondly, the grazing percription does not have to be capable 
of having an impact (?) or lack thereof which maintains or 
assures improvement of resources.  BLM is mandated to make 
significant progress towards meeting Rangeland Health 
Standards and achieve ORMP Objectives.  BLM has 
determined in this EIS that 22 allotment are not meeting one or 
more Idaho Standards for Ragneland Health and in accordance 
with 43 CFR 4180.2, BLM is required to take action prior to 
the start of the next grazing season.  The EIS includes a 
reasonable range of grazing management alternatives for the 
authorized officer to consider in preparing an informed 
decision.  In regards to alternatives 3, 4, and 6, grazing 
management and permit actions have been included for 
analysis and consideration in order to inform the decision 
maker.  Therefore, in light of this specific comment, BLM has 
achieved its requirement to consider a reasonable range of 
alternatives through NEPA in order for the authorized officer 
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to make an informed decision. 

The one size fits all restrictions completely ignore the 
physical attributes and features of the land that must be 
considered in allotment grazing management plans. Factors 
such as elevation, topography, soil type(s), fire risk, water 
resources, existing and potential range facilities, 
complimentary private grazing resources and non-livestock 
disturbance factors (Wild horses,  
invasive species, recreational vehicles, recent wildfire) all 
inform planned proper grazing management. The absence of 
meaningful CCC with the affected permittees is a substantial 
reason that the NPR ID Team failed to recognize the true 
circumstances at hand. Please  explain how prescriptive 
management proposals account for site specific 
circumstance in each allotment. 

OCC19 Regarding CCC see BLM Response to OCC6.  The constraints 
applied to Alternatives 3 & 4 address providing for minimal 
needs associated with soils, vegetation, riparian, and sensitive 
species resources.  Where standards and/or ORMP objectives 
for an allotment were not being met, basic resource specific 
management constraints were applied to improve grazing 
management in these allotments specifically.  For example, for 
Alternative 4, the general critical growing season for upland 
vegetation (herbaceous species) is between April 1 and June 
30 (understanding that these dates can vary on an annual basis 
depending climatic conditions).  In addition, as identified in 
scientific literature Stoddart, 1946) Blaisdell & Pechanec, 
1949) (Muegglar, 1972)(Anderson L.D., 1991)(Miller, Seufert, 
& Haferkamp, 1994)(Brewer, Mosley, Lucas, & Schmidt, 
2007)(USDA NRCS, 2012) the benefits of 3-year deferred-
rotation grazing, with use occurring no more than 1 in 3 years 
during the active growing season, would provide the 
opportunity for recovery of health and vigor of perennial 
bunchgrass species. 
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The failure of the DEIS to maintain an accounting of the 
AUM reductions as suspended use in Alternatives 3, 4, and 6 
effectively cancels in part the active use. The Grazing 
Regulations  at§ 4110.4-2 state the conditions under which 
cancellation is appropriate including reductions in land 
acreage, reductions to protect the public lands (protection of 
the public land is not at issue here because BLM data does 
not support such a fmding) or disposal or conversion to a use 
that precludes livestock grazing. None of these elements are 
germane to purpose or need of the DEIS and provide no 
valid basis for cancellation. 

OCC20 The BLM disagrees.  As noted on page 24 of the EIS, in 
accordance with regulation pertaining to reducing permitted 
use (43 CFR 4110.3-2), alternatives that result in a reduction 
in active use AUMs to meet Rangeland Health Standards or 
make significant progress, as well as reductions in active use 
AUMs to meet ORMP management objectives, would be 
implemented by reducing permitted use. Active use AUMs no 
longer available would not be converted to suspension. In 
accordance with revisions to the grazing regulations as 
amended through February 6, 1996, paragraph “c” with 
provisions requiring the authorized officer to hold AUMs 
comprising the decreased permitted use in suspension was 
removed from 43 CFR 4110.3-2. 
 
Any reduction in AUMs requested by the permittee 
(Alternative 2) for alternative analysis purposes is being 
considered per the grazing permittee's application submitted 
where it was requested to carry the reduced AUMs under 
suspended AUMs.  However, if Alternative 2 were selected, 
and at the authorized officer’s discretion, these reduced AUMs 
may be removed from the new permit entirely.  Furthermore, 
suspension AUMs held on expired permits prior to this permit 
renewal process would continue to be held on the new permits 
as suspension as per current BLM direction. 
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The DEIS describes Alternative 6 as follows,  "This 
alternative would cancel all authorized use AUMs on the 
allotment (or a period  of] 0 years. "(DEIS at 298). However, 
the DEIS does not report any justification for cancellation  
under the grazing regulations for any of the 25 allotments.  
Absent a justification under the Grazing Regulations, any 
cancellation  of authorized active grazing use is arbitrary and 
capricious and does not comply with the Council on 
Environmental Quality guidance for evaluating a reasonable 
range of alternative under NEPA. Furthermore, the failure to 
account for suspended use violates the Taylor Grazing Act 
(as not safeguarding grazing preferences). To the extent any 
decrease in Active Use is warranted under the law and facts 
permittees must retain any and all AUMs in the suspended 
category to ensure  its continued priority and status relative 
to future forage allocations as against competing permittees 
or others. Please explain why BLM is not following the 
Grazing Regulations in regard to accounting for suspension 
and cancellation and is failing to adhere to the Taylor 
Grazing Act. 

OCC21 Per IM No ID-2011-045; "In order to reflect a reasonable 
range of alternatives in Idaho BLM’s permit renewal 
assessment process, a ‘no grazing’ and/or a substantial (from 
active preference) ‘reduced grazing’ alternative will be 
considered in the environmental assessment"....  Cancelling 
authorized AUMs is a connected action to Alternative 6 and is 
disclosed in the EIS.  Also see BLM Response to OCC20. 

The social and economic impact evaluation in the DEIS is 
wholly inadequate. Much of the discussion in the DEIS 
relates to theoretical values that are not quantifiable and not 
relevant to the ORA and the specific decisions contemplated 
by the DEIS. Speculative information does not equate to 
actual and factual quantifiable effects of the alternatives in 
the DEIS. While it is  
reported that improved rangeland would benefit ranchers, 
the DEIS alternatives 3, 5, & 6 would permanently reduce or 
eliminate grazing opportunity and thus would impart no 
benefit to ranchers. 

OCC22 As noted on page 291 of the DEIS, the values presented in the 
document represent the fixed costs for sample ranches because 
the BLM ID team does not know the enterprise budget for 
each ranch associated with the Group 2 allotments and cannot 
know or anticipate how each ranch will respond to changes in 
allotment management. Each ranch can make a variety of 
choices, including how they acquire replacement feed 
(hay/state or private grazing lands), whether to keep, sell, or 
purchase new animals, how the animals will be managed 
(transportation, herding, etc.). The DEIS makes clear that the 
actual values associated with changes in AUMs may be very 
different for each rancher than what is described in the 
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document.  

However, the DEIS makes no attempt to discover, quantify 
or discuss this acknowledged economic effect. This is 
particularly important to the ranch operations subjected to 
the arbitrary cancellation  of a significant portion of their 
preference right or in the case of Alternative 6, complete 
cancellation of preference rights.  Please explain why the 
financial impact of cancellation  in whole or in part was not 
discussed in the consequence section of the DEIS. 

OCC23 As noted on page 291 of the DEIS, the values presented in the 
document represent the fixed costs for sample ranches because 
the BLM ID team does not know the enterprise budget for 
each ranch associated with the Group 2 allotments and cannot 
know or anticipate how each ranch will respond to changes in 
allotment management. Each ranch can make a variety of 
choices, including how they acquire replacement feed 
(hay/state or private grazing lands), whether to keep, sell, or 
purchase new animals, how the animals will be managed 
(transportation, herding, etc.). The DEIS makes clear that the 
actual values associated with changes in AUMs may be very 
different for each rancher than what is described in the 
document.  
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The DEIS states that,  "In addition, canceling grazing on any 
BLM-administered  pasture for 1 or more years (e.g. resting 
a pasture) could impact grazing revenue brought in by the 
state of Idaho because any unfenced state-administered  
grazing land located within a rested BLM administered  
pasture could not be grazed by a state grazing lessee." (DEIS 
at 290). While this statement is true, the DEIS presented no 
evaluation of the potential impact on state grazing land 
revenue which are dedicated to the public schools. The DEIS 
reveals no CCC with the State of Idaho regarding the 8,589 
acres of state lands (DEIS at 10) affected by the potential 
impact of grazing preference cancellations  in pastures or 
allotments containing intermingled unfenced state grazing 
land. It is the Constitutional duty of the State to manage 
State owned school endowment lands for the funding and 
betterment of State schools.  The economic consequence of 
the cancellations proposed in Alternatives 3, 4, and 6 must 
be fully evaluated in the DEIS for their impact on school 
revenues generated from State endowment  lands.  Please  
explain  why the State Land  Department has not been 
substantially included in the DEIS development and analysis 
of impacts and why the economic effects on state school 
funds  was not addressed. 

OCC24 The BLM has recognized in the DEIS and FEIS that there may 
be an economic impact to the State's endowment as a result of 
any management changes on allotments. The figures provided 
by IDL assume that changes in AUMs on state lands within 
the allotments will be the same as the changes in AUMs on 
BLM lands. However, IDL may determine that rangeland 
conditions on state lands may be adequate, so AUM reductions 
on state lands may not be necessary. BLM cannot anticipate 
what actions IDL may take in response to management 
changes on BLM lands; thus, the figures IDL provides in their 
comment cannot be used in the FEIS analysis. If IDL chooses 
to reduce AUMs on state lands as a response to BLM 
management changes, there will be economic impacts to the 
State's endowment; if no reductions on state lands are made, 
the economic impact to the State's endowment may be 
minimal.  

The DEIS reports that, "The 25 allotments include 80,720 
acres of BLM lands, 35,953 acres of private lands, and 8,589 
acres of state lands. (DEIS at 10). Thus, the DEIS 
alternatives significantly differ in their effect of the timing 
and amount of use for large areas of private and state land. 
The effect of the alternatives on the use and value of private 
lands and the effect on the lease  
value of state lands must be evaluated and reported in the 
DEIS. 

OCC25 As noted on page 291 of the DEIS, the BLM ID team cannot 
know or anticipate how each ranch will respond to changes in 
allotment management. Each ranch can make a variety of 
choices, including how they acquire replacement feed 
(hay/state or private grazing lands), whether to keep, sell, or 
purchase new animals, how the animals will be managed 
(transportation, herding, etc.). There is no way to include an 
analysis of how use of state and private lands may change in 
response to allotment management changes because it is 
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specific to each ranch and is subject to change at any time. The 
DEIS makes clear that the actual values associated with 
changes in AUMs may be very different for each rancher than 
what is described in the document.  

The DEIS represents that the data in Table SOCE-9 is based 
on, Darden, et. al. 1999. This study was completed in 1999 
using economic data from 1997-98 and earlier. During the 
ensuing 12 years the economic information will have 
changed significantly. In order to get a real and reliable 
estimate of the value change to Owyhee County resulting 
from the DEIS alternatives the source data must be updated. 
Simply relying on 1999 estimates of the value of an AUM to 
the community is highly problematic.  In addition, the DEIS 
Table SOCE-9 uses a base value of 19,674 AUMs of active 
use in the 25 allotments which is 7,583 AUM higher than the 
actual total of 12,091 Active use AUMs as correctly shown 
for Alternative 6 in the table. Please  explain  the 
discrepancy in numbers and explain  why the Darden et. al. 
information was not updated to reflect current conditions. 

OCC26 At this time, the BLM ID team does not have the capability to 
gather current data and conduct an in-depth analysis of the 
economic impact to specific ranches within the time 
constraints of the Settlement Agreement for these livestock 
permit renewals. Instead, the BLM has provided analysis that 
is intended to represent the values of the changes to a sample 
ranch based on current fixed costs, with the expressed caveat 
that actual values and impacts for any individual ranch could 
be much different. Regarding the error in Table SOCE-9, it 
will be corrected in the FEIS. 

The DEIS presents a lengthy discussion of Environmental  
Consequences beginning at page 178. The applicability of 
any particular scientific reference depends on relevance of 
the circumstances of the study, literature examined and basis 
for opinions. Examination of the "References Cited" (EA at 
319-328) reveals that a significant number of citations are 
for entirely different Eco regions that are totally unrelated to 
the Owyhee Uplands Sagebrush Steppe. 

OCC27 BLM strongly disagrees.  In examining the literature citations, 
approximately 175 of the 213 references in the Literature 
Citation section of the EIS are particularly relevant to 
sagebrush steppe ecosystems; Owyhee County; wildlife and 
sensitive plant species which are known to inhabit allotments 
in the project area; studies about Idaho ecosystems and 
wildlife which have been researched and published in Boise or 
Idaho; associated with similar ecological types in Nevada, 
Oregon, Colorado, and Wyoming; and/or are publications such 
as the Journal of Range Management and Rangelands; 



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
published from notable agencies in Idaho such as IDEQ and 
IDFG;  and/or published from range management institutions 
such as the University of Idaho, Reno-Nevada, or Wyoming.   

The environmental consequence is not a matter of what may 
occur as a result of livestock grazing but what is actually 
occurring. The pertinent issues is what is actually resulting 
from current grazing practices in the allotments that are the 
subject of the DEIS. Accordingly, BLM should rely on 
information directly relevant to the Owyhee Uplands and/or 
should rely on valid assessment and monitoring information 
obtained directly from the affected allotments. Thus, the 
discussion of environmental consequence must utilize 
accurate and reliable assessment and monitoring information 
from the affected allotments. Information resulting from 
alteration or misapplication of scientifically established  and 
proven protocols must be considered in that light. Please  
explain  why BLM chose to speculate on environmental 
effects, based on non germane information and often 
misrepresented citations instead  of actual on-site  data  and 
information. 

OCC28 Precisely, based on experience and scientific literature, BLM 
has developed a reasonable range of alternatives proposing 
livestock grazing management that has been documented and 
shown to maintain and improve upland and riparian resource 
conditions.  And as is recommended in  comment OCC28, 
under the affected environment BLM has used all of the 
available data and information to inform the range of 
alternatives in the EIS.  So in that sense, BLM has done just as 
has been recommended by the County.  As was just stated, 
BLM has used site specific allotment monitoring and 
assessment data as specified on page 84 of the EIS.  Those site 
specific data are used to make determinations of rangeland 
health; describe the affected environment; and describe those 
effects of existing management or the environmental 
consequences of Alternative 1.  The environmental effects use 
"best available science literature" to predict the effects of the 
grazing prescriptions described in the alternatives other than 
the base-line or existing condition (Alternative 1). 
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The Department recommends BLM remove the issue of 
domestic sheep trailing and grazing from this NEPA process 
and analyze domestic sheep trailing and grazing in a 
separate NEPA process in conjunction  with Vale BLM.   
This recommendation  is based on the fact that the risk of 
contact discussion in the DEIS exposes significant concern 
for long term bighorn viability in the area but only  1 of  the  
3  domestic  grazing  allotments  in  the  district  (Poison  
Creek)  is  subject  to  this decision. Furthermore  none of 
the alternatives  presented, including Alternative 5: 
Conversion  to Cattle and Alternative 6: No Grazing, will 
abate the risk of contact. 

ODFW01 The BLM appreciates the participation of ODFW and 
recognizes the breadth of your concerns. The BLM will 
continue to work with both ODFW and IDFG as well as the 
BLM Vale District on the issues of domestic sheep and 
bighorn sheep. However, the BLM Boise District is under 
court order to analyze 68 grazing permits  by the end of 2013 
and will need to progress forward with the issues at hand. 

Note: the three grazing allotments discussed  above and the 
trailing permit issued in Oregon  and Idaho are for a single 
operator and comprise a "grazing  system" or annual grazing 
pattern.  Each component of the system occurs in the 
vicinity of bighorn sheep and carries some risk of contact. 

ODFW02 See BLM response to comment ODFW01. 

2.   The DEIS discusses the risk of  disease transmission for 
domestic sheep grazing and trailing through the Poison 
Creek allotment but none of the alternatives offer an option 
to address this risk.  Trailing is proposed to continue in the 
Poison Creek allotment even if domestic sheep grazing is 
not permitted. 

ODFW03 To manage the risk of contact, the primary objective is to 
maintain separation of the two species. Development of 
grazing alternatives considers the timing and duration of 
domestic sheep within a given area and a Separation 
Agreement will be terms and conditions of the grazing permit. 
ODFW is correct that trailing will still occur as the operator 
moves his domestic sheep other BLM grazing allotments in 
Idaho and  private lands in Oregon. 
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4.   The DEIS incorrectly concludes that risk of contact for 
Alternatives 2-4 is similar to the no action alternative (Table 
Alt -6.1). Alternatives 2-4 all propose to increase domestic 
sheep grazing in the Poison Creek allotment in the fall 
(10/15 -11/30). This time period overlaps the breeding 
season for  bighorns and is  likely to increase the risk of 
contact through increased   
forays  of  young  rams  and  increased  attraction  to  
domestic  sheep.  The Department  recommends  adding  this  
potential  for  increased  risk  to  the  discussion  of 
alternative effects in the DEIS where applicable including 
Table Alt 6.1 and Section 3.6. 

ODFW04 The current permit is authorized for 1,000 head of domestic 
sheep. The permittee has applied for a permit to graze 1,600 
head but not exceed AUM levels in Alternative 1.  The BLM 
agrees that an increase in the number of head will increase 
management challenges and increase the potential for 
domestic sheep straying and acknowledge that the fall grazing 
dates occur during a bighorn sheep breeding period when rams 
are more likely to foray more and for further distances. In 
consideration of the ODFW comments, The BLM will review 
the analysis further and make necessary inclusions where 
applicable.  

5.   The Department  supports  the use of the modified  RCT 
as the best science  available for analyzing  the potential for 
contact and subsequent disease transmission  between 
domestic and bighorn  sheep.  Although  the  RCT  was 
developed  in different  habitats  and  with a different 
subspecies  of  bighorn  the  Department  concludes  it 
provides  a  reasonable  but likely conservative estimate of 
risk of contact for the following reasons: 
a.   The  risk model is based on  probability  of contact on an 
annual  basis and is not cumulative. However the results of a 
disease outbreak in bighorns can result in population  
impacts  lasting  several   years.  This  relationship   should   
be  further explained  in the DEIS to avoid the impression 
that a low modeled risk of contact equates to a low threat to 
bighorn sheep conservation. 
b.   The model likely underestimates ram foray distances for 
California bighorns recent radio collar data indicates forays 
of 30 miles are possible. 

ODFW05 The BLM appreciates ODFWs participation and agrees that 
the impact of disease transmittion from domestic sheep to 
bighorn sheep can not be understated. The BLM agrees with 
the potential for bighorn sheep to foray further is further than 
the 35km (21.7 miles) used by the risk-of-contact model. 
However, the foray distance used by the model were generated 
by decades of information along the Snake and Salmon Rivers 
and resulted in a dataset that showed that 95% of the forays 
occurred within 35km.  Ideally, future information specific to 
soutwestern Idaho and southeastern Oregon will become 
available.                                          
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The purpose  and need statement also requires grazing to use 
the existing infrastructure. However,  this requirement is 
unreasonably narrow  because allowing for rangeland  
improvements is a viable option that would allow livestock  
grazing to continue at acceptable levels and would be 
consistent with the stated purpose of meeting the 
management object, particularly the rangeland health 
standards.   Unfortunately, because of limited time, the BLM 
has unfairly restricted the purpose a need so as to exclude a 
reasonable a viable alternative. 

OSC01 The purpose and need statement dictates the range of 
alternatives, because action alternatives are not “reasonable” if 
they do not respond to the purpose and need for the action. A 
carefully crafted purpose and need statement can be used to 
control the scope of the analysis and thereby increasing 
efficiencies by eliminating unnecessary analysis and reducing 
delays in the process. The purpose and need cannot be so 
arbitrarily narrow that it precludes the ability to analyze a 
range of reasonable alternatives and thereby eliminates all but 
one method of meeting the purpose and need for the action. 
The BLM does not believe that the Purpose and Need is 
arbitrarily narrow. NEPA requires the agency to rigorously 
explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, 
and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed 
study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been 
eliminated(40 CFR 1502.14).The range of alternatives 
considered (including those not analyzed in detail) describe the 
effects of livestock management ranging from current levels of 
livestock use to no livestock use, with varying levels, seasons, 
intensities of livestock use in between that result in a range 
that allows a reasoned choice in the decision-making process. 
In addition, no juniper treatments, active restoration of 
seedings or plant communities, or removal of range 
improvements, including water developments or fences will be 
analyzed. Regarding consideration for additional range 
projects, from the outset of this process, BLM has clearly 
communicated during permittee meetings in 2012 that new 
range projects would not be included in these grazing permit 
renewals. In these meetings, BLM communicated that it would 
not be possible to use range projects to achieve Rangeland 
Health Standards and land-use plan objectives because 
inadequate time existed to complete both the pre-NEPA 
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project layout and design and the required pre-surveys and 
clearances that are necessary to allow for an adequate NEPA 
analysis of site-specific impacts associated with new range 
projects. Analysis of consequences of any new project 
construction or reconstruction may be addressed through a 
separate NEPA analysis and will not be included in this EIS. 

The BLM is required to offer a reasonable explanation of 
why they have chosen not to analyze a specific alternative.  
Putting aside the timeline, implementing range 
improvements in order to  satisfy the requirements under the 
Federal Land Management Policy Act (FLPMA) is within 
the scope of the purpose and need statement, is a reasonable 
and viable option, and should have been analyzed by the 
BLM.  The purpose and need statement mandates that the 
permit renewals must use the "existing infrastructure," but 
this requirement is unduly narrow, and such improvements 
have been analyzed in the past when there didn't exist such a 
short timeline. The BLM's choice to ignore range 
improvements is completely self-serving and their 
explanation is not reasonable. 

OSC02 BLM's considered alternatives with range improvements but 
eliminated them from detailed study in section 2.4 of the EIS 
due to time limitations and funding. No new project 
construction or reconstruction is considered within any 
alternative of this NEPA document. In addition, no juniper 
treatments, active restoration of seedings or plant 
communities, or removal of range improvements, including 
water developments or fences will be analyzed. Regarding 
consideration for additional range projects, from the outset of 
this process, BLM has clearly communicated during permittee 
meetings in 2012 that new range projects would not be 
included in these grazing permit renewals. In these meetings, 
BLM communicated that it would not be possible to use range 
projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards and land-use 
plan objectives because inadequate time existed to complete 
both the pre-NEPA project layout and design and the required 
pre-surveys and clearances that are necessary to allow for an 
adequate NEPA analysis of site-specific impacts associated 
with new range projects. Analysis of consequences of any new 
project construction or reconstruction may be addressed 
through a separate NEPA analysis and will not be included in 
this EIS. 
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The BLM does not give adequate consideration to Idaho's 
Alternative when conducting their site assessments, 
specifically assessments related to Standards 2, 4, and 8.  
Instead, the BLM subjectively analyzed each allotment and 
they even admit they do not possess objective criteria for 
analyzing allotments under the Rangeland Health Standards.  
On the other hand, Idaho's Alternative does provide a way to 
objectively analyze grazing permits as they come up for 
renewal. 

OSC03 This alternative was considered and dismissed on page 72 EIS.  
This alternative only provides special management for sage-
grouse on lands managed by the BLM and U.S. Forest Service, 
and while beneficial to other sage-steppe species, agencies will 
still have the obligation to analyze other values when 
considering a proposed action.  However; the BLM has 
considered Sage grouse as an issue to describe the effects of 
the alternatives in the EUS.  EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-
2012-0014-EIS includes analysis through a reasonable range 
of alternatives supported with 2013 Specialist Reports, 
Evaluations, and Determinations for each of the Group 2 
allotments associated with these grazing permit renewals. 
Furthermore, BLM has met its requirements in accordance 
with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy. Specifically in 
regards to taking a hard look, in accordance with the BLM 
NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, which defines a hard look as “a 
reasoned analysis containing quantitative or detailed 
qualitative information”, the Group 2 EA analysis includes 
qualitative and quantitative information to support an adequate 
NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the Group 2 
allotments. 

Where these population and habitat triggers are being 
maintained within a Conservation Area, there is a rebuttable 
presumption that current grazing systems are adequate to 
maintain viable sage-grouse populations; and therefore, 
absent compelling information no further changes to the 
grazing systems will be required pursuant to the Standard 8 
analysis with respect to sage-grouse. 

OSC04 Sage-grouse is one of four focal species used to assess 
rangeland health conditions. Standard 8 is only one of 8 
Standards to assess and evaluate rangeland health under the 
Idaho Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines for 
Livestock Grazing Management. Determinations as to whether 
or not an allotment is meeting Rangeland Health Standards 
and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management can be 
reviewed in Section 1.3, page 12 - 14.  
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Furthermore, in April 2013, the Governor received a letter 
from Brian Kelly, the State Director for the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, concurring with the major components of 
Idaho's Alternative 6.   Mr. Kelly stated our Livestock 
Grazing Management element was consistent with the 
Service's Conservation Objectives Team (COT) report, 
which outlines what is needed to protect sage-grouse across 
its habitat.  Mr. Kelly stated that the Service supports the 
Governor's Grazing Strategy because it requires Rangeland 
Health Standards to be met within the context of Idaho's 
strategy.  He also notes that the COT report identifies that if 
Standards 2 and 4 are met, then the threat of grazing is 
adequately addressed.  The Concurrence Response from 
Brian Kelly, in its entirety, is attached to our comments. 

OSC05 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment. The BLM 
received the attached comments for consideration. 
Consideration of the Idaho Governor's Sage-grouse 
Management Plan (Governor's Plan) was reviewed and it's 
application in the DEIS was considered and was decided to be 
not carried forward as an alternative. However, the Governor's 
Plan is being carried forward as an alternative within the BLM 
Idaho Recourse Management Plan amendment to allow for a 
State-wide NEPA impact analysis to occur prior to any 
application at the project level.  

3.   In order to facilitate a better and more informed 
comment, each of the elements of review and associated 
information should be presented by allotment in the DEIS. 
The detail of the DEIS is largely derived from the specialist 
reports. The 600 pages of information in the combined Soil 
Specialist Report, Vegetation Specialist Report,  
Riparian/Water Specialist Reports, and Wildlife Specialist 
Report should be included in the DEIS or made available as 
an appendices without requiring a separate request for each 
report. 

PCGA01 See BLM comment for CGA01 and CGA02. 
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4.  The Poison Creek permittees have major concerns with 
BLM's failure to effectively consult with them prior to 
putting this document out to the public. The document, at 
least in the case of the Poison Creek Allotment, contains 
obsolete and incorrect monitoring and range health data.  
The permittees should have been given the opportunity to at 
least make BLM aware of these issues rather than putting 
out factually incorrect information in writing to the public.  
For an example of obsolete and flawed information in this 
public document, see our comment regarding riparian issues 
on Poison Creek.  Effective CCC with the permittees could 
have prevented adverse, incorrect information going out to 
the public and the anti-grazing interest groups. 

PCGA02 See BLM response to CA23 for CCC.  As stated on page 105 
of the EIS, the majority of the Poison Creek allotment upland 
vegetation is a healthy, productive, vigorous seeding (see the 
2005 Trimbly fire ESR monitoring report, saved in the project 
record and available from the Owyhee Field Office by request) 
and therefore has been evaluated under Standard 5 (Seedings), 
which it is meeting Standard 5 Seeding.  Per the re-evaluation 
of Standard 7 using the 2010 Integrated report spatial data, 
IDEQ interatcitve map browser, and the associated TMDLs, 
the Poison Creek allotment is meeting Standard 7- see page 
152 of the FEIS. 

In the case of the Poison Creek allotment, the DEIS does not 
report any prior or current determination that an AMP is not 
necessary.  Absent such determination, an AMP is necessary 
and requires the careful and considered Consultation, 
Coordination, and Cooperation (CCC) as prescribed by 
FLPMA. The lack of CCC is plainly documented in the 
DEIS, which reports only one meeting with the Poison 
Creek permittees in regard to their application for permit 
renewal and that meeting occurred prior to their submitting 
such application. (DEIS at 318). 

PCGA03 See BLM response to CA23 for CCC.  In addition, the BLM 
received application from Tim Mackenzie signed on May 27, 
2011.  On July 13, 2012 the BLM met with Mr. Mackenzie to 
go over his  application as submitted in 2011; as a result we 
got an updated application on this day asking for additional 
terms and conditions to allow up to 1600 sheep or two bands 
with the same AUMs.  
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11. Closing Poison Creek to domestic sheep use will force 
changes in the sheep permittees' operations that would 
increase the likelihood of domestic/big hom encounters.  It is 
not just a matter of converting sheep AUMs in the Poison 
Creek allotment to cattle use. There are numerous practical, 
economic and cultural issues that preclude the permittee 
from converting a long-standing sheep operation to cattle.  
The loss of sheep use in Poison Creek will likely force the 
sheep operator to shift his spring use to the several parcels of 
his deeded land, some of which are located within the Leslie 
Gulch Bighorn area. These private lands have not been used 
by domestic sheep in the past but would need to be used if 
sheep use is denied in Poison Creek.  This re-routing of 
spring sheep trailing and grazing use would increase the 
likelihood of domestic/bighorn contact. 

PCGA04 The BLM appreciates the PCGA's sharing their concerns to the 
DEIS. The management of domestic grazing in bighorn sheep 
habitat is a challenging issue. The best management approach 
available at this time is to maintain separation of the two 
species. The BLM welcomes any solutions you may have that 
will reduce the potential contact between these two species 
and allow for grazing while maintaining healthy bighorn sheep 
herds.   

12.  From a resource perspective, dual use by sheep and 
cattle spreads the livestock grazing pressure across a greater 
variety of the allotment terrain and forage species.  
Replacing herded sheep with non-herded cattle simply 
increases grazing pressure on certain plant species and 
certain preferred areas of the allotment. 

PCGA05 Impacts from sheep and cattle grazing to vegetation is 
explained in the analysis in Section 3.3.2.6. 
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13.  From an economic perspective, the proposed conversion 
from sheep to cattle would create a disastrous economic loss 
to the sheep permittee.  The current market price for range 
cows is $1500/head with range ewes selling for only $100 or 
less per head. Converting the 1600 head of sheep licensed on 
the Poison creek allotment at a 5 sheep-to-1-cow ratio would 
be an approximate $320,000 direct net loss to the permittee. 
The sale of 1600 range ewes (1600 x 100) would, at best, 
bring $I60,000 while the purchase of 320 head of 
replacement range cows (at 5 sheep to I cow) would cost 
about $480,000 (320 head x $1,500).  It is remarkable the 
BLM's economic analysis reports that the cumulative direct 
economic impact over ten years under Alternative 5 would 
be "only" a $36,697 loss (DEIS pg 67 & 296). 

PCGA06 As noted on page 291 of the DEIS, the BLM ID team cannot 
know or anticipate how each ranch will respond to changes in 
allotment management. Each ranch can make a variety of 
choices, including how they acquire replacement feed 
(hay/state or private grazing lands), whether to keep, sell, or 
purchase new animals, how the animals will be managed 
(transportation, herding, etc.). There is no way to include an 
analysis of how use of state and private lands may change in 
response to allotment management changes because it is 
specific to each ranch and is subject to change at any time. The 
DEIS makes clear that the actual values associated with 
changes in AUMs may be very different for each rancher than 
what is described in the document. The ID team will attempt to 
incorporate information you have provided into the analysis 
for the Final EIS. 

I4.  The Poison Creek and Jump Creek Canyon area is 
considered potential big horn sheep habitat by BLM and 
IDFG biologists.  Removing domestic sheep use in the 
Poison Creek Allotment (Alternative 5) would supposedly 
facilitate eventual bighorn establishment in this area 
according to agency biologists.  However, we believe there 
are several reasons that the Poison Creek/Jump Creek 
Canyon area is less than suitable bighorn habitat.  The 
human activity levels in this area preclude the normal 
solitude associated with good bighorn habitat.  The 
recreational activities of sightseeing, camping, partying, 
OHV-riding and target shooting in this area are nearly 
constant.  The area topography, scenery and proximity to 
large populations in the Treasure Valley make these canyons 
favorite outdoor recreation areas.  There is also a noise 
impact in this area from the surplus ammunition disposal 
operation on private land. All this human activity leads us to 

PCGA07 The Poison Creek allotment is within the IDFG Owyhee Front 
Bighorn Sheep Population Management Unit (PMU). The 
Poison Creek does have a fair amount of preference and 
connectivity habitat that is favorable to bighorn sheep. It also 
is known that bighorn sheep will foray from core habitat areas 
to other locations outside the PMU. For better or worse, 
recreational actives and other anthropomorphic occurrences 
can have an influence on bighorn movement patterns. All the 
alternatives will be considered by the authorizing agent prior 
to any selection.    
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question the suitability of this area for bighorn sheep 
occupancy. 

15: The DEIS raises concerns over the possible trampting 
impacts by sheep on Cusick's  pincushion in the Poison 
Creek Allotment.  This plant is known to occur in one 
specific location with a unique soil type in Poison Creek.  
The express concern is sheep trampling (DEIS pg 251). The 
fact that this plant is still found on this site after nearly one 
and a half centuries of livestock use in Poison Creek 
suggests that the tramping threat may not be significant.  
However, if the plant biologists would bother to make the 
plant and the location known to the sheep operator, the 
sheep could likely be herded so as to avoid the location or at 
least minimize any sheep trampling impacts. Another 
example where a better CCC effort by BLM might resolve 
this issue, if, in fact, it is even an issue. 

PCGA08 Cusick's pincushion habitat remains while the plant has not 
been observed on site since 1992. Surveys were performed in 
2005, 2007, 2009, and 2012 and no plants were observed. The 
2002 report (see Project Record) mentions 'the future ability of 
this site to maintain a healthy and viable population of 
Chaenactis cusickii looks very bleak.' The site is presumed to 
be unfavorable due to the severe OHV use and livestock 
trampling (most recently sheep) in combination with non-
native annual weed invasion. 
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16. The DEIS (pg 168 and 176) claims that 1.5 miles of 
Poison Creek in the Poison Creek Allotment is non-
functional and that livestock are a "causal factor".  There are 
several issues of major concern to the permittees here. 
Appendix E2 Determinations and Table 1 claim that the 
Poison Creek Allotment fails to meet standards 2, 3, 7 &8 
due to livestock because the Poison Creek Canyon (RIPN-1) 
is claimed to be nonfunctional.  This is based solely on the 
2002 PFC assessment which was conducted immediately 
following the 2002 Trimble Fire which totally burned out 
the canyon and most of the allotment.  We strongly object to 
the Field Manager's determination in 2013 that was based on 
a questionable PFC assessment and a lack of more recent 
field work. The DEIS (pg 176) states that the "Trimble 
Fire....makes it difficult to determine how much of the 
condition is attributable to the fire".  Yet, the DEIS (pg 174 
& 175) claims that failure to meet standards 2, 3, &7 is due 
to livestock.  The permittees know that Poison Creek 
Canyon is inaccessible to livestock and, furthermore, 
livestock use in this allotment has always been spring use, 
not hot season use. Even if the canyon were accessible to 
livestock, this history of spring use would favor healthy 
riparian conditions. Yet, the determination claims that 
grazing does not meet the guidelines. 

PCGA09 Since the only assessment BLM had available was from 2002 
the same year as the fire; th 2013 observations were utilized 
for the determinations related to Standards 2 and 3.  The reach 
was re-evaluated in PFC and the Standards are making 
progress for the Poison Creek allotment.  Appropriate changes 
made in the specialist report, riparian database, and EIS. 
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17. The permittees also know that Poison Creek Canyon (the 
only reach with perennial water flow) now supports dense, 
healthy stands of riparian shrubs which s  routed profusely 
following the 2002 fire.  In addition to abundant woody 
plants, this canyon is totally controlled and stabilized by 
large rock boulders from the very narrow, vertical canyon 
walls. To tell the public in this DEIS that Poison Creek is 
nonfunctional amounts to malfeasance.  The determination 
discussion claims stocking rates in recent years have been 
too high to allow riparian recovery yet, actual use records 
and utilization data show light use. Furthermore, the 
supposedly nonfunctional canyon is inaccessible to 
livestock.  We are attaching to these comments several 
photos of the riparian shrub growth in Poison Creek Canyon 
taken 6/12/2013. 

PCGA10 Since the only assessment BLM had available was from 2002 
the same year as the fire; th 2013 observations were utilized 
for the determinations related to Standards 2 and 3.  The reach 
was re-evaluated in PFC and the Standards are making 
progress for the Poison Creek allotment.  Appropriate changes 
made in the specialist report, riparian database, and EIS. 

The range health assessment and the limited monitoring data 
presented in the DEIS do not support this action.  The 
utilization data consistently indicates light grazing use for 
the past nearly 40 years (eg- 1975 -1996 average 23% use 
and 1997-2011 average 18% use).  In 2002 75% of the 
Poison Creek allotment burned in a wildfire and was 
subsequently reseeded. The allotment was evaluated for 
range health under Standard 5 (seeding) and passed.  
Certainly, neither past utilization nor the range health 
assessment justifies the grazing restrictions proposed in 
Alternative 4 or the total removal of livestock under 
Alternative 6. The consequence of either alternative, beyond 
creating a monumental hardship for the permittees, would be 
the hazardous build-up of fine fuels to support yet another 
wildfire. 

PCGA11 The BLM agrees that alternative 4 was not developed as a 
result of Standard 5 meeting and was developed for resource 
management.  There are 6 alternative to fullfill the requirement 
that BLM provide an adequate range of alternatives for the 
decision maker. 
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The failure of the DEIS to maintain an accounting of the 
AUM reductions as suspended use as proposed in 
Alternatives 3, 4, and 6 effectively cancels in part the active 
use on the Poison Creek Allotment. The Grazing 
Regulations at § 4110.4-2 further delineate the conditions 
allowing for cancellation including reductions in land 
acreage, reductions to protect the public lands (protection of 
the public land is not at issue here because BLM data cannot 
support such a finding) or disposal or conversion to a use 
that precludes livestock grazing. None of these elements are 
germane to purpose or need of the DEIS. 

PCGA12 The BLM disagrees.  As noted on page 24 of the EIS, in 
accordance with regulation pertaining to reducing permitted 
use (43 CFR 4110.3-2), alternatives that result in a reduction 
in active use AUMs to meet Rangeland Health Standards or 
make significant progress, as well as reductions in active use 
AUMs to meet ORMP management objectives, would be 
implemented by reducing permitted use. Active use AUMs no 
longer available would not be converted to suspension. Any 
reduction in AUMs requested by the permittee (Alternative 2) 
would be converted to suspension AUMs. Suspension AUMs 
held on permits prior to this activity planning process would 
continue to be held on permits as suspension. 

20. The DEIS describes Alternative 6 as follows, "This 
alternative would cancel all authorized use AUMs on the 
allotment (or a period of 10 years. " (DEIS at 298). 
However, the DEIS does not report any justification for 
cancellation under the grazing regulations for the Poison 
Creek Allotment. Absent a justification under the Grazing 
Regulations, any cancellation of authorized active grazing 
use is arbitrary and capricious and does not comply with the 
Council on Environmental Quality guidance for evaluating a 
reasonable range of alternative under NEPA. 

PCGA13 EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS includes analysis 
through a reasonable range of alternatives supported with 2013 
Specialist Reports, Evaluations, and Determinations for each 
of the Group 2 allotments associated with these grazing permit 
renewals. Furthermore, BLM has met its requirements in 
accordance with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy. 
Specifically in regards to taking a hard look, in accordance 
with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, which defines a 
hard look as “a reasoned analysis containing quantitative or 
detailed qualitative information”, the Group 2 EA analysis 
includes qualitative and quantitative information to support an 
adequate NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the 
Group 2 allotments. 

21.    The DEIS document aside from being poorly 
organized and unnecessarily large, is woefully lacking in 
reliable field monitoring data to support claims of resource 
impacts and alternative actions.   

PCGA14 The BLM agrees that combining all 25 allotments had its 
challenges to analysis and display.  However the BLM has met 
its requirements in accordance with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, 
and BLM policy. Specifically in regards to taking a hard look, 
in accordance with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, 
which defines a hard look as “a reasoned analysis containing 
quantitative or detailed qualitative information”, the Group 2 
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EIS analysis includes qualitative and quantitative information 
to support an adequate NEPA analysis for renewing grazing 
permits in the Group 2 allotments adequate for making a 
reasonable decision.  Additionally, the EA includes a hard 
look analysis in compliance with other BLM Policy including 
Instruction Memorandums WO-IM-99-039, WO-IM-99-149, 
WO-IM-2000-022 Change 1, WO-IM-2001-062, and ID-IM-
2011-045. 

The economic impact analysis ignores the most obvious and 
direct impacts to the permittees while attempting to attribute 
economic values to intangible resource changes that 
presumably would result from the various alternatives. 

PCGA15 As noted on page 291 of the DEIS, the BLM ID team cannot 
know or anticipate how each ranch will respond to changes in 
allotment management. Each ranch can make a variety of 
choices, including how they acquire replacement feed 
(hay/state or private grazing lands), whether to keep, sell, or 
purchase new animals, how the animals will be managed 
(transportation, herding, etc.). There is no way to include an 
analysis of how use of state and private lands may change in 
response to allotment management changes because it is 
specific to each ranch and is subject to change at any time. The 
DEIS makes clear that the actual values associated with 
changes in AUMs may be very different for each rancher than 
what is described in the document. The ID team will attempt to 
incorporate information you have provided into the analysis 
for the Final EIS. 

The State of Idaho has serious concerns about the 
determinations made in the Draft EIS in regard to water 
quality. The Draft EIS contains extensive misinterpretations 
about DEQ's water quality standards. This is due in large 
part to BLM's utilization of outdated information and refusal 
to consult with DEQ to gain an accurate understanding of 
the data. 

SID01 BLM has met with IDEQ on two occasions (6/21 & 7/17- 
2013).  Inconsistencies bewteen DEQ 2010 spatial dataset and 
the information on the integrated map browser were discussed 
and a solution formulated.  All DEQ data has been re-
evaluated and updates made throughout the EIS.  Also, see re-
evaluation of Standard 7 in 'Riparian/ Water Specialist Report 
Addendum- August 2013' in the project record available at the 
Idaho BLM State Office. 
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Moreover, the inaccuracy of the data used calls into question 
the validity of the determinations made in the Draft EIS. 
You will see in the attached comments from DEQ the 
several instances in which that agency offers suggestions for 
improving the Draft EIS. The attached comments from SWC 
also reiterate concerns about the water quality information 
used. I strongly suggest that BLM cooperate with DEQ as 
the State's expert resource in water quality analysis related to 
this issue. The Draft EIS must reflect accurate information. 
To go forward with the Draft EIS in its current state is 
tantamount to supporting a falsehood. 

SID02 BLM has met with IDEQ on two occasions (6/21 & 7/17- 
2013).  Inconsistencies bewteen DEQ 2010 spatial dataset and 
the information on the integrated map browser were discussed 
and a solution formulated.  All DEQ data has been re-
evaluated and updates made throughout the EIS.  Also, see re-
evaluation of Standard 7 in 'Riparian/ Water Specialist Report 
Addendum- August 2013' in the project record available at the 
Idaho BLM State Office. 

On pages 3I8 and 3I9 under "Table CCC-I Permittee 
Coordination Dates" and in conversations with affected 
permittees, BLM has documented that livestock owners had 
only one or at most two meetings with the BLM during their 
respective permit renewal process. "Table CCC-I" identifies 
II permittees that had only one meeting with the BLM, and 
three permittees that had two meetings with BLM with some 
additional phone calls made to the permittees by BLM. 

SID03 See BLM response to CA23 for CCC.  In addition, at the 
initial meeting the BLM extended an open door policy to the 
process and at anytime permittees and cooperators could call 
or schedule a meeting for clarification or coordination, and to 
this day still can. 

Grazing regulations, BLM manuals, handbooks, desk guides, 
the Owyhee RMP, and instruction memoranda all articulate 
the importance of the BLM's CCC requirements in the 
permit renewal process. The State questions how these BLM 
CCC requirements were met specifically with the permittees 
(the applicants) when 11 out of the 14 permittees as 
identified on "Table CCC- 1" had only one meeting with 
BLM during their permit renewal process. "Table CCC - 1" 
identifies that the remaining three permittees had only two 
meetings followed up with phone calls by BLM. 

SID04 See BLM response to CA23 and SID03. 
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BLM is not clear in their Draft EIS if Reference Sheets were 
developed and used during the assessment phase. There are 
no Reference Sheets mentioned or listed in the appendix. On 
page 21 of the Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health 
Technical Reference 1734-6 ( .. Technical Reference"), it 
states and advises data collectors that if an ecological site 
description does not exist, they are required to develop and 
obtain a Reference Sheet. The guide also provides that it is 
not possible toproperly conduct an evaluation without a 
Reference Sheet. Further, memory of a similar site, 
professional opinion of what the site could be, visits to 
reference areas, or review of old range or ecological site 
descriptions that do not contain Reference Sheets are not 
adequate substitutes for a properly developed Reference 
Sheet. 

SID05 Although Version 3 of the 2000 IIRH provided guidance to 
visit an ecological reference area (ERA) to understand the 
conditions under which ecological processes are functioning 
within a normal range of variability, the requirement that a 
reference sheet be developed was not part of the technical 
reference until Version 4 (2005). Protocol in Version 3 of the 
2000 IIRH, which was applicable during the time of 
assessments in 2003, was followed using the concept of ERAs 
outlined in Step 2 where a journeyman soil scientist with long-
term experience in the relevant ecological sites (including the 
Owyhee Field Office) coordinated training and assisted crews 
of qualified members that returned year after year. The crews 
compiled and maintained reference notebooks with photos and 
notes that were used while completing RHAs, consistent with 
generating “reference information based on their knowledge of 
the range of spatial and temporal variability apparent in a 
particular site” (IIRH 2000). Collection of the RHAs therefore 
followed protocols identified in Version 3 (2000) of the 
technical reference applicable during the time of assessments 
in 2003, and are equivalent to the development of reference 
sheets that are required in the more current version 4 (2005). 
BLM has every confidence that the RHAs completed in the 
early 2000s are reliable indicators of rangeland health.  If 
BLM believed that they were not reliable, we would not be 
using them. 

In conducting the Group 2 Rangeland Health Assessments, 
did BLM prepare any References Sheets, and for what 
specific allotments were they prepared? If Reference Sheets 
were developed, how many resource specialist individuals 
were involved in the development of the Reference Sheets 
and what were their areas of expertise? 

SID06 See BLM response to SID05. 
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The State is concerned that, in an attempt to meet time 
constraints, the Draft EIS was prepared without considering 
a full range of alternatives. The onus of deadlines should not 
inadvertently or adversely affect permittees. 

SID07 EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS includes analysis 
through a reasonable range of alternatives supported with 2013 
Specialist Reports, Evaluations, and Determinations for each 
of the Group 2 allotments associated with these grazing permit 
renewals. Furthermore, BLM has met its requirements in 
accordance with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy. 
Specifically in regards to taking a hard look, in accordance 
with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, which defines a 
hard look as “a reasoned analysis containing quantitative or 
detailed qualitative information”, the Group 2 EA analysis 
includes qualitative and quantitative information to support an 
adequate NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the 
Group 2 allotments. 

The Draft EIS has stated there was not enough time to use 
range projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards and 
land use plan objectives because inadequate time existed to 
complete both the pre-NEPA project layout and design and 
the required presurveys and clearances that are necessary to 
allow for an adequate NEP A analysis of site specific 
impacts associated with new range projects. The statement 
of inadequate time to complete pre-NEPA project layout is 
confusing since BLM has been aware of these permit 
renewals since 2000. 

SID08 On March 31, 1999, the Honorable B. Lynn Winmill, Chief 
Judge, U.S. District Court, signed a 
Memorandum Decision and Order (Civil Case No. 97-0519-S-
BLW) finding that the BLM 
violated NEPA when 68 grazing permits were renewed in 
1997. In early 2000, Judge Winmill directed the BLM to 
complete the review of the allotments associated with the 68 
grazing permits. Work continued on renewing these grazing 
permits with additional appeals being filed after the 2000 
order, and a Stipulated Settlement Agreement was signed in 
June, 2008. This settlement set the schedule that the BLM is 
obligated to follow. Inventories and surveys would be 
necessary to fully and appropriately analyze and disclose the 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with new or 
modified infrastructure projects. The limited time available in 
order to meet the terms of June 26, 2008 Order Approving 
Stipulated Settlement Agreement permits makes it impossible 
to complete the analysis of project modification and/or 
construction. There simply is no time to conduct the necessary 
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site-specific inventories and surveys of resources affected by 
infrastructure projects.  The complexity of considering and 
analyzing proposed projects during grazing permit renewal is 
heightened pending the identification of long-term 
conservation measures for Greater Sage-Grouse in the 
amendment to the Owyhee Resource Management Plan not yet 
completed.  

In the Final EIS, BLM should identify and list the authorities 
used in denying the applicants their ability and right to use 
DOl grazing regulations, which would have allowed 
livestock management facilities to be implemented, resulting 
in the promotion of significant progress toward the 
maintenance and attainment of Standards. Also, in the Final 
EIS, BLM must identify the authority used in the Draft EIS 
that restricted the availability for the applicants to use all of 
the Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management identified 
in Idaho Guidelines as a means to make significant progress 
towards meeting the Standards (specifically guidelines I, 2, 
3, 6,10,12,17, and 20). In the Final EIS, BLM should also 
explain why the Owyhee permittees with previous permit 
renewals from 2000 through 2008 were allowed to include 
range improvement projects as a means to make significant 
progress towards meeting the Standards, and now Owyhee 
Group 2 permittees are not allowed to use range 
improvement projects as a means to make significant 
progress towards meeting the Standards. In terms of 
regulation, it is incorrect and inconsistent to remove and not 
allow permittees the opportunity and right to use grazing 
regulations (i.e. 
DOl grazing regulations; BLM handbooks; BLM manuals; 

SID09 See BLM's response to SID8. 
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the Owyhee RMP; Idaho Guidelines; and/or BLM/WO 
instruction memoranda) as a means to achieve Rangeland 
Health Standards on the public lands they graze livestock on. 

The State appreciates that BLM took into consideration 
Idaho's Draft Alternative for Sage-Grouse Management 
("Draft Alternative"); however, it was discouraging to read 
that the Draft Alternative was not analyzed in detail. 

SID10 Please refer to BLM response OSC05.  

Alternatives in the Draft EIS should contain more flexibility 
and opportunity to schedule and adjust the timing, intensity, 
duration, and frequency of grazing use over time to ensure 
that rangeland health and sage grouse habitat are maintained 
or improved. Alternatives should also be analyzed in the 
context of how each of the alternatives will affect fuel loads 
within the allotment if implemented. 

SID11 Wildfire Fuels was considered and dismissed from detailed 
analysis as stated on pages 68-70 of the EIS; Using livestock 
grazing as a tool for managing vegetation and fuel loads will 
be addressed in the Idaho/Southwest Montana Environmental 
Impact Statement. 
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Concerns are substantiated with review of pages 99- 108 of 
the Draft EIS where the Group 2 allotments are described 
and where 17 out of the 25 allotments in the EIS have been 
affected by past wildfires, and in several cases, allotments 
are identified with repeated wildfires. Despite this, the BLM 
has chosen not to conduct a detailed analysis on fuel buildup 
with any of the six alternatives identified in the Draft EIS. 

SID12 Wildfire Fuels was considered and dismissed from detailed 
analysis as stated on pages 68-70 of the EIS; Using livestock 
grazing as a tool for managing vegetation and fuel loads will 
be addressed in the Idaho/Southwest Montana Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

Since 17 allotments have a significant past fire history, the 
Final EIS should analyze the six alternatives as they relate to 
fine fuel increases and identify the level of risk for 
significant wildfire that these allotments will have based on 
Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6. 

SID13 See BLM response to SID11 and SID12. 

The State believes that the severe reductions, in combination 
with grazing systems designed with large amounts of rest 
and deferment, will likely create significant amounts of fuel 
loads which increase the opportunity for catastrophic 
wildfire events in core and important sage grouse habitat. 

SID14 See BLM response to SID11 and SID12. 

With light to moderate utilization levels for the past 35 
years, and now adding significant reductions in AUMs, in 
combination with increasing significant amounts of rest 
and/or deferment identified in alternatives 3,4, and 6, the 
State fails to see how the Draft EIS on page 70 states: 
"Although grazing authorized in the alternatives of this EIS 
will reduce fine fuels, the intensity of grazing necessary to 
be an effective fuels treatment at the landscape level is 
outside the purpose and need for this permit renewal." How 
does a smaller number of AUMs being used in addition to 
increased amounts of rest and/or deferment reduce fine fuel 
loads? The State believes that environmental impact 
statements should serve as the means of assessing the 
environmental impacts of the proposed agency actions. 
Environmental impact statements should provide full and 

SID15 See BLM response to SID11 and SID12. 
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fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and 
should inform the decision maker and the public of the 
reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts from the alternatives such as catastrophic 
wildfire events due to increasing fuel loads. 

The Final EIS should include a more detailed analysis of 
fuel load buildup. Also livestock grazing levels and grazing 
systems for the Group 2 allotments should be re-analyzed 
when the Idaho/Southwest Montana Environmental Impact 
Statement for sage-grouse and current RMPs are amended to 
address fuel loads. Will using livestock grazing as a tool for 
managing vegetation and fuel loads during the RMP 
amendments be considered in detail? 

SID16 See BLM response to SID11 and SID12. 

The State has some concerns about hot weather grazing in 
riparian areas, but water related portions of the EIS are 
impossible to accurately analyze as these portions are reliant 
on outdated or incorrect data. Again, the Draft EIS in its 
entirety cannot be NEPA compliant until the gross 
misrepresentations of DEQ water data are updated. 

SID17 BLM has met with IDEQ on two occasions (6/21 & 7/17- 
2013).  Inconsistencies bewteen DEQ 2010 spatial dataset and 
the information on the integrated map browser were discussed 
and a solution formulated.  All DEQ data has been re-
evaluated and updates made throughout the EIS.  Also, see re-
evaluation of Standard 7 in 'Riparian/ Water Specialist Report 
Addendum- August 2013' in the project record available at the 
Idaho BLM State Office. 
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The State supports grazing plans that incorporate rest and 
dormant season grazing in certain situations and at certain 
levels; however, utilization of uplands by livestock in the 
fall must be carefully monitored. Heavy fall utilization of 
sagebrush habitats by livestock has been deemed detrimental 
to sagebrush overstories and thus may negatively influence 
sage-grouse habitat suitability. Fall grazing can lead to not 
enough residual grass cover the following spring for sage-
grouse, depending on the intensity and duration. Grazing 
during the dormant season may influence residual-grass-
stubble height which could influence nesting habitat quality 
for sage-grouse the following spring. Sage-grouse generally 
initiate nesting in April, prior to production of new 
herbaceous cover; thus, residual grasses left from the 
previous year represent the initial cover available for nesting 
sage grouse. Will monitoring be conducted in fall use 
pastures where livestock will be grazing to ensure enough 
residual grasses will be left for initial cover for nesting sage- 
grouse the following springs? 

SID18 A range of alternatives with varying terms and conditions were 
selected for the DEIS. Under alternatives 3 and 4, sensitive or 
critical periods were identified by each resourse and grazing 
constraints were identified prior to grazing rotations being 
developed (Section2.0, page 19). Reducing grazing pressure 
during the critical growth period was fundamental in providing 
adeqate nesting structure for sage-grouse. Residual grass cover 
during other times of the year is equally important as well to 
meet the objectives of the Owyhee Management Resources 
Management and the Idaho Rangeland Helath Standards and 
Guiedines for Livestock Grazing for sage-grouse. Monitioring 
will be deterimed  after an alternative has been selected. 

There is no clear rationale in the Draft EIS for how the BLM 
arrived at the significant AUM reductions in Alternatives 3, 
4, and 6. The Draft EIS does not go into detail on how BLM 
actually calculated and arrived at the number of livestock 
and the AUMs proposed to be reduced or cancelled in both 
Alternative 3 and Alternative 4. How did the BLM arrive at 
the acres per AUM figure? The Draft EIS does not show any 
calculations on how the agency arrived at the reduced 
livestock numbers and AUMs resulting in the significant 
reductions in AUMs in these two alternatives. 

SID19 Stocking rates were based on all available monitoring data 
including current  utilization data, actual use, productin data 
from ESDs and based it on percent public land production 
(Estimating Initial Stocking Rates NRCS Tech Ref. 2009).  
The existing Rangeland Health Assessments  were adequate to 
provide data for analysis in the EIS.    See BLM response to 
SID20 for a alternative development. 
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The Draft EIS does not contain a reasonable range of 
alternatives when no alternatives were analyzed that 
included the combination of rangeland improvement projects 
and prescribed grazing system in detail. Also, DOl grazing 
regulations provide that "additional forage available on a 
sustained yield basis for livestock grazing use shall first be 
apportioned in satisfaction of suspended permitted use to the 
permittee(s) or lessee(s) authorized to graze in the allotment 
in which the forage is available." If AUMs are cancelled as 
proposed in some of the alternatives identified in the Draft 
EIS, how will BLM be able to track the AUMs lost by the 
permittees when additional forage becomes available in 
allotments on a sustained basis? 

SID20 EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS includes analysis 
through a reasonable range of alternatives supported with 2013 
Specialist Reports, Evaluations, and Determinations for each 
of the Group 2 allotments associated with these grazing permit 
renewals. Furthermore, BLM has met its requirements in 
accordance with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy. 
Specifically in regards to taking a hard look, in accordance 
with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, which defines a 
hard look as “a reasoned analysis containing quantitative or 
detailed qualitative information”, the Group 2 EA analysis 
includes qualitative and quantitative information to support an 
adequate NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the 
Group 2 allotments. 

Mitigation measures are those measures, means, or practices 
that could reduce or avoid the adverse impacts to the human 
environment that result from implementing a proposed 
action or alternative. With the current separation agreements 
between the permittee, BLM and Idaho Fish & Game in 
place, in addition to the terms and conditions on the trailing 
permits, effective mitigation is currently in place for 
domestic sheep grazing in the Poison Creek Allotment. 

SID21 The BLM has considered the effects of the current condition to 
Bighorn sheep in the affected environment and effects chapter 
3. Originally, best management practices (BMPs) were 
identified within the current Separation Agreement. Given the 
issues surrounding domestic sheep grazing in bighorn sheep 
habitat and the lack of any regulatory mechanisms under the 
current Separation Agreement, the BMPs are now identified as 
terms and conditions of any future domestic sheep grazing 
permit.  

The Draft EIS states, "the primary purpose for considering 
this alternative is to eliminate the possibility that domestic 
sheep will come into contact with bighorn sheep and 
transmit disease to bighorn sheep herds." Yet, if Alternative 
5 is selected, it will create a situation that is opposite of the 
intended primary purpose because permittees will have no 
other options except to locate sheep on private lands that are 
right in the middle of Lesley Gulch core herd home range 
for bighorn sheep. 

SID22 Alternative 5 is one of 6 alternatives identified in the DEIS. 
The purpose of the DEIES was to disclose the available 
information and analyze the impacts of the alternatives.  
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There have been no documented incidental California 
bighorn sheep observations within ten miles of the Poison 
Creek Allotment since 2002. In fact, there have never been 
any documented sightings of bighorn sheep in the Poison 
Creek Allotment. The analysis should detail where the sheep 
will end up if Alternative 5 is selected so the consequences 
of implementing the alternative are available to the decision 
maker and the public. As stated earlier, if Alternative 5 is 
implemented, the permittee will have no other option except 
to pasture his sheep on private lands in Oregon where there 
is a much greater potential for bighorn and domestic sheep 
interactions due to the private grounds being located in the 
middle of Lesley Gulch core herd home range for bighorn 
sheep. This would be in direct conflict with the Draft EIS. 
Again, this information should be analyzed and explained in 
the Final EIS so the consequences of implementing 
Alternative 5 are clear to the decision maker and the public. 

SID23 The BLM appreciates the comment provided by the SIDI. 
Information regarding incidental sightings has been sporadic 
over the years. The sightings show that bighorn sheep do 
wander within the analysis area outside identified core habitat 
home ranges and herd management areas. Because sightings 
only represent a point in time, where bighorn sheep came from 
or where they are going can not be determined. However, in 
reviewing the information provide by the model, preference 
and connectivity habitat does occur within the Poison Creek 
allotment that can facilitate bighorn sheep movement. 

In addition, the cumulative effects section on page 248 of 
the Draft EIS does not go into enough detail in Alternative 5 
related to converting sheep AUMs into cattle AUMs. The 
Final EIS should consider and analyze in more detail the 
foreseeable impacts to soils that may occur by changing the 
kind of livestock to cattle. 

SID24 The BLM appreciates your comment and will take your 
suggestion in consideration. For additional information please 
also review the Soils Cumulative Effects section starting on p. 
149. 
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With the combination of significantly large reductions and 
increases in rest and defennent; the light to moderate 
utilization from past grazing; the current light to moderate 
use identified in "Appendix B" of the Draft EIS for the 
majority of the allotments; the reasonably foreseeable future 
creation of an increase in fuel load buildup due to reductions 
in AUMs; and the combination of increases in rest and 
defennent, it is reasonable and prudent that BLM would 
analyze fuel loads and fine fuel buildup as they relate to the 
increase risk of catastrophic wildfires when the agency 
conducted its cumulative analysis of alternatives in 
addressing all cumulative impacts on the Group 2 
allotments, especially since 17 out of the 25 allotments have 
been impacted by past wildfires. By identifying these types 
of foreseeable actions in a cumulative impact analysis, the 
general public is better infonned and the Field Office 
Manager is able to make a better and more well-informed 
decision. 

SID25 Wildfire fuels was considered and dismissed from detailed 
analysis as stated on pages68-70 of the EIS; "Using livestock 
grazing as a tool for managing vegetation and fuel loads will 
be addressed in the Idaho/Southwest Montana Environmental 
Impact Statement for sage-grouse, a planning effort that will 
amend relevant BLM resource management plans, including 
the Owyhee Resource Management Plan. Once the RMPs are 
amended, renewal of permits for grazing within the Owyhee 
Field Office will incorporate resource objectives and actions 
according to direction in the amended ORMP". 

2.   The DEIS does not comply with standards for 
information and scientific data established by the Data 
Quality Management Act. It cites outdated information and 
data relative to water quality and water body listing status in 
the watersheds. The Idaho Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ) should be contacted  and the DEIS updated 
to reflect  the most recent and best available data relative to 
TMDLs. 

SWCC02 BLM has met with IDEQ on two occasions (6/21 & 7/17- 
2013).  Inconsistencies bewteen DEQ 2010 spatial dataset and 
the information on the integrated map browser were discussed 
and a solution formulated.  All DEQ data has been re-
evaluated and updates made throughout the EIS.  Also, see re-
evaluation of Standard 7 in 'Riparian/ Water Specialist Report 
Addendum- August 2013' in the project record available at the 
Idaho BLM State Office. 
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3.   The DEIS fails to document the impacts of the 
significant number of BMPs that- according to our records 
and those of our conservation partners- have been applied to 
the watersheds  over the last 10 years or so. These BMPs do 
not only apply to water quality enhancement, but also 
encompass improvements in sage grouse and riparian 
habitats, prescribed grazing, etc. Any evaluation of water 
quality issues in the watershed is incomplete without the 
consideration of the individual and cumulative effects of 
BMPs applied to date.  The BLM should visit this issue for 
consideration and incorporation into the EIS. 

SWCC03 noted 

4.  Outreach to (and comments from) permittees was not 
sufficient in the preparation of the DEIS. Section 4, 
Consultation and Coordination notes that briefings were 
offered, but declined by all but three of the 14 permittees. 
The DEIS does not document the effort to which BLM went 
to encourage participation, but merely notes contacts were 
made and in a few instances, a meeting or two was 
conducted. The Conservation Commission encourages BLM 
to revisit and  
ensure that those affected are strongly encouraged to provide 
input  to the DEIS. 

SWCC04 See response to CA23, OCC06 and SID03. 

While the systems envisioned in Alternatives Three and 
Four may look good on paper, there are factors that limit 
their use other than as they are now used.  Water is a chief 
limiting factor.  Also, the balance and flexibility that is 
necessary overall for a viable livestock business is  crucial. 

TL01 The BLM agrees that there are unforeseen natural events that 
can be planned for but not predicted for all of the alternatives.  
EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS includes analysis 
through a reasonable range of alternatives supported with 2013 
Specialist Reports, Evaluations, and Determinations for each 
of the Group 2 allotments associated with these grazing permit 
renewals. Furthermore, BLM has met its requirements in 
accordance with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy. 
Specifically in regards to taking a hard look, in accordance 
with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, which defines a 



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
hard look as “a reasoned analysis containing quantitative or 
detailed qualitative information”, the Group 2 EA analysis 
includes qualitative and quantitative information to support an 
adequate NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the 
Group 2 allotments. 

There are other issues that the draft has not recognized or 
analyzed regarding Alternatives Three and Four.  For 
example: 
*  Where does one find the alternative feed? 
*  What will be the impact on ranch value? 
*  What are the takings implications at not being able to 
utilize the water rights? and 
*  What will be the impacts of additional fuel loads? 

TL02 BLM's decision to reduce AUMs in Alternatives 3 and 4 and 6  
does not preclude all grazing use on the allotments. 
Accordingly, the permittees can still maximize use of their 
water rights (to the extent that they exist) and there is no 
taking under federal or state law. That being said, the protest 
does not identify any specific water right at issue and does not 
explain how or why BLM's grazing management on federal 
lands renders the water right completely unusable or 
worthless. Keep in mind that reasonable regulation of a 
property right (assuming one exists in this case) does not 
amount to a taking. 

Standard 4 is primarily based on Range Health Assessments 
protocol in the Technical Reference "Interpreting  Indicators 
of Rangeland Health. BLM did not follow required protocols 
by failing to prepare reference sheets for the assessment 
sites. The protocol states that a valid assessment cannot be 
completed without the assessment sheets. Thus the protocol 
itself declares the assessments invalid. 

TL03 See BLM Response to OCC09. 

Even assuming the assessments were valid, the data shows 
that based on the protocol preponderance of evidence 
standard, 92% of indicators were  slight to moderate 
departure showing that standard 4 is met in pasture 2. 

TL04 See BLM response to TL03. 
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The PFC assessments did not follow the Technical 
Reference protocol for some of the assessment sites and 
cannot be considered valid and accurate at all sites. Many 
areas were not  assessed but were "believed" to support 
riparian vegetation and were "assumed" to be similar to 
assessed sites. In pasture 4 no PFC assessments were 
completed but the "believed" riparian areas were "assumed" 
to be similar to other pastures. 

TL05 Determinations were only made for pastures and /or allotments 
where PFC/ MIM/ or other data existed.  The OFO was 
responsible for the data collection in the field, and the PFC TR 
protocol was followed. 

Even assuming the PFC results were valid for the Cow 
Creek allotment, the DEIS PFC results show that standards 2 
and 3 are met in all pastures. Assessments are reported for 3 
spring sites. In pasture 1 the Water Spec. Report shows one 
spring in PFC and one is FAR. In pasture 2 no springs are 
reported  In pasture 3 one spring was assessed in 2003 at 
FAR and the same spring improved to PFC in 20II  showing 
significant progress. In pasture 4 no PFC assessments were 
completed but the report believed other sites existed and 
assumed they were similar to assessed sites in other pastures. 
In pasture 5 one spring was assessed at PFC. 
 
Two streams have been assessed in pastures 2 and 5. Split 
Rock Creek in pasture 2 was assessed as FAR in 2003 and a 
MIM site was established in 20II  which shows conditions to 
be good. Again the author cited a belief that other stream 
riparian areas existed and assumed they were the same as 
actual assessment sites. The Idaho Standards for Rangeland 
Health does not allow personal speculation as evidence in 
Range Health Assessments. The EF of Trout Creek was 
assessed at PFC in pasture 5. 

TL06 Determinations were only made for pastures and /or allotments 
where PFC/ MIM/ or other data existed.  The OFO was 
responsible for the data collection in the field, and the PFC TR 
protocol was followed. 
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The DEIS reports a number of stream segments in the Cow 
Creek Allotment that are on the Idaho DEQ 303(d) list. 
However, examination ofDEQ iriformation shows no stream 
in the allotment on the 303(d) list. (Jordan Creek Subbasin 
Assessment and TMDL, December 2009, Page 40) 

TL07 BLM has met with IDEQ on two occasions (6/21 & 7/17- 
2013).  Inconsistencies bewteen DEQ 2010 spatial dataset and 
the information on the integrated map browser were discussed 
and a solution formulated.  All DEQ data has been re-
evaluated and updates made throughout the EIS.  Also, see re-
evaluation of Standard 7 in 'Riparian/ Water Specialist Report 
Addendum- August 2013' in the project record available at the 
Idaho BLM State Office.  Upon re-evaluation- no streams are 
on the 303(d) list within the Cow Creek Allotment 

We find no assessment iriformation relative to Sage-grouse 
breeding, brood rearing or wintering habitat for any pasture 
of the Cow Creek Allotment. As indicated above, to the 
extent the assessment of standard 8 is based on the same 
data as standards 1, 2, 3, and 4 the conclusions are not 
scientifically valid. 

TL08 The Cow Creek allotment assessment and evaluation is located 
in the Wildlife Specialist Report, page 48-59. The Wildlife 
Report is avaibale upon request. The Cow Creek allotment 
detemination can be reviewed in Appendix E-2 of the DEIS. 

It is too bad that, given the current court ordered time frame 
to complete the permit renewals, the proper and complete 
CCC process was not followed.  We need to be able to work 
together on an Allotment Management Plan.  The suitability 
and feasibility of projects such as water developments and 
prescribed burns need to be thoroughly examined. 

TL09 See response to CA23, CGA09, OCC06 and SID03. 

The analysis of the Lowry FFR seems to be based on a 
wrong assumption of where the fence lines are located.  The 
maps also do not correctly indicate the origins of Chimney 
Creek.  I would be more than willing to meet with you and 
review the maps and also to share photos of the allotment. 

TL10 Standards 2, 3, and 7 are NA for the Lowry allotment. 

1. From what I read in this plan, a lot of these proposals 
have to do with sage hens.  The State and Federal 
governments can not even agree on whether the sage hens 
are endangered. The Federal government wants to put them 
on the endangered species list, and the State of Idaho still 
has a hunting season for them. 

TSM01 The greater sage-grouse are one of four focal species 
considered in the DEIS and are known to occur in the scope of 
the Jump Creek, Succur Creek, and Cow Creek watershed 
grazing allotments. On March 5, 2010, the USFWS (2010) 
published a finding in the Federal Register which found that 
listing the greater sage-grouse was warranted but precluded by 
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the need to take action on other species facing more immediate 
and severe extinction threats. The finding has changed the 
status of sage-grouse from a BLM Type 2 sensitive species to 
a candidate species under the ESA (Section 3.6.1, page 209).  

I don't think that cattle  have had any negative effect on sage 
hen population.  And I have never seen any information by  
a wildlife biologist  to that effect.  In addition, I believe that 
not grazing has created a range fire problem and destroyed 
millions of acres of sage hen habitat.  I think the fires have 
done a hundred times more damage to the sage hen 
population than cattle has ever done. 

TSM02 The direct (e.g. motality due to livestock trampling of nests) 
and indirect (e.g. contribution of livestock grazing and changes 
in the plant community) effects to greater sage-grouse and 
sage-grouse habitat are discussed in Section 3.6.2, page 229 of 
the DEIS. The direct and indirect effects to greater sage-grouse 
individuals, habitat productivity, and local/greater populations 
will vary depending on the stocking, timing, and duration of 
livestock grazing activities. The BLM agrees that fire is a 
contributor to changes in plant community composition and 
structure and is considered in allotment determinations. 

2. In order for these plans that I have read to  even have a 
chance of working, there would have to be significant water 
and fence development.   Some of these plans are not 
feasible at all.  For instance, in Plan 5 for Jackson Creek, has 
us going  up there to graze on November 1. The elevation in 
Jackson Creek is from 6500 to 7500 feet. Most years in 
November there is a foot of snow up there. 

TSM03 Riparian reasource constraints were developed based on 
current BLM direction and  literature, and were incorporated 
into Alts 3 and 4 based on both presence and Standard 
determinations. 

3. Cutting the BLM permits 30 to 40 percent would 
devastate ranching communities.     Most residents of these 
communities are involved in agriculture. If these cuts are 
implemented, some ranches will be out of business.  The 
way this plan is written, they will no longer be able to ranch; 
because depending what time of the year you want them off, 
they will have nowhere to go with their cattle. 

TSM04 As noted on page 291 of the DEIS, the BLM ID team cannot 
know or anticipate how each ranch will respond to changes in 
allotment management. Each ranch can make a variety of 
choices, including how they acquire replacement feed 
(hay/state or private grazing lands), whether to keep, sell, or 
purchase new animals, how the animals will be managed 
(transportation, herding, etc.). There is no way to include an 
analysis of how use of state and private lands may change in 
response to allotment management changes because it is 
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specific to each ranch and is subject to change at any time. The 
DEIS makes clear that the actual values associated with 
changes in AUMs may be very different for each rancher than 
what is described in the document. The ID team will attempt to 
incorporate information you have provided into the analysis 
for the Final EIS. 

4.   As far as the Jackson Creek proposal,  (if it is 
implemented) I want to make sure I have a trailing permit 
through pastures 1 & 2.    That is the only option for trailing 
my cows up there. If there is any chance that I could run by 
myself I would gladly do that. I would build fence and 
develop water  in order to run by myself.  As far as season of 
use, I can run earlier than June 1st, but I could not run any 
later than November 1st because of the weather. 

TSM05 Thank you for your comment. 

5.   As far as utilization, most of the allotments, if not all of 
them, are only grazed to 30% utilization. That means that 
70% of the grass is there for wildlife utilization already. 

TSM06 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment. 

I am trying to understand what is meant - for example on 
page 29 - Table Alt-1.4, Baxter Basin 1991 Decision. The 
Table's first column "Pasture" lists Pasture 1 (35% active 
preference). The same kind of thing is shown with the 
Burgess allotment (p. 31). DOES the 35% active preference 
refer to what was allowed under the 1991 decision in Baxter 
Basin, or does it refer to how use occurred in that pasture 
throughout this time period? This is a basic request for 
clarification of information so that we can understand the 
EIS. 

WWP001 In alternative 1 there are some current decisions that was the 
last documented decision since the 1997 court order.  So the 
BLM displayed those decisions as described in the tables.  
When is said pasture 2 35% of active preference it was saying 
the other AUMs would go in the other pastures. 
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I also note that the Chipmunk EIS current situation describes 
a 4 inch stubble height applied to numerous streams. Yet I 
do not recall seeing that BLM made these measurements of 
stubble height in recent reporting to the District Court on the 
68 permits. Have I missed something (which is possible!)? 
Streams to which the stubble height is to be applied include: 
Blackstock Springs - Little McBride Creek, Soda Creek - 
Cow Creek, Trout Creek/Lequerica - Trout Creek, Poison 
Creek Grazing Association - Poison Creek, Alkali-Wildcat, 
Blackstock Springs, elephant Butte - Jump Creek, Little 
McBride Creek. 

WWP002 Please consult with the OFO regarding required monitoring 
under current management. 

In the 2012 IDFG sage-grouse lek counts in the allotments, 
only 3 of the 6 occupied leks had birds counted on them. 
The counts were 3, 13, 5 for a total of only 21 birds. We 
note the previously largest lek shows in the database in 2012 
as having been counted, but no birds were observed. The 
furthest north lek shown as still active in the allotments near 
Blackstock had zero birds counted on it in 2012. 

WWP003 Sage-grouse are a candidate species found to be "warranted" 
for listing under the Endangered Species Act. Sage-grouse are 
known to inhabit the analysis area of the DEIS. Location of 
preliminary priority habitat and preliminary general habitat as 
well as active sage-grouse leks are identified in the DEIS ( 
Map WDLF-3). BLM's responsibity is to manage the habitat 
for these species. 

This EIS fails to lay out a valid current baseline of the status 
of habitats and populations at local and regional levels, or an 
effective plan to sustain viable populations of sage-grouse 
under continued grazing pressure.  

WWP004 The BLM has identified prelimanary priority habitat and 
preliminary general habitat to guide to the management of 
habitat for sage-grouse (Map WDLF-3). Desired conditions for 
wildlife and special staus species animal species habitat  are 
guide by objectives are set by the Owyhee Resourse 
Management Plan and the Rangeland Health and Guidelines 
for Livestock Management (Section 3.6.1, page 208). The 
Wildlife Specialist report assessed and evaluated upland, 
riparian, and focal species habitat conditions and allotment 
determinations were generated. Impacts of six alternatives are 
analysized within the DEIS as to how well they meet the 
objectives of the Owyhee Management Plan and Rangeland 
Health Standards and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing. 
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A review of how grazing has been conducted shows the 
ranchers have not even been following simple schedules that 
are supposed to govern livestock use on the public lands.  

WWP005 The BLM agrees that schedules haven't been followed in all 
cases and documentation of those sight specific authorizations 
to change what was prescribed are sparse. 

The District of Idaho recently noted that livestock grazing 
should be restricted in sage grouse nesting and brood-rearing 
habitat to the “well-established” timeframes necessary to 
avoid adversely impacting sage-grouse— limited to June 20 
to August 1, or Nov. 15 to March 1. WWP v. Salazar, 843 
F.Supp.2d at 1123. 

WWP006 A range of alternatives with varying terms and conditions were 
selected for the DEIS. Under alternatives 3 and 4, sensitive or 
critical periods were identified by each resource and grazing 
constraints were identified prior to grazing rotations being 
developed (Section2.0, page 19). Reducing grazing pressure 
during the critical growth period was fundamental in providing 
adequate nesting and early brood-rearing structure for sage-
grouse. Grass cover during other times of the year is equally 
important. Alternatives 3 and 4 developed grazing systems to 
incorporate deferment and rest to allow grass and forb species 
to recover and increase their productivity and distribution. 
Which alternative will be preferred will be that of the 
authorizing officer. 

Further, the only measurable use standard that BLM 
considers “common to all alternatives” is a sky high 50% 
utilization, which it even allows during the active and 
critical growing periods for native grasses. See Anderson 
1991 BLM Technical Bulletin describing adverse impacts of 
this extreme level of use. This level of use would result in 
less than even a mere 4 inches of residual cover on all the 
native bunchgrass species found here – including the larger 
statured bluebunch wheatgrass. For species like Idaho 
fescue, only 2.5 inches would remain if it was grazed to this 
level, and Sandberg’s bluegrass even less. Basically, 
imposing the lax and harmful 50% utilization (typically 
measured at sites receiving minimal livestock use) 
guarantees continued deterioration of the native vegetation 
communities, and relentless flammable exotic weed 
advances. EIS at 90 admits that there has been “an increase 

WWP007 The BLM agrees that the only utilization standard described in 
the common to all grazing alternatives section states 50 
percent utilization.  However, site specific standards are 
described in section 2.2 description of the alternatives with 
additional terms and conditions by alternative.   The effects of 
those alternatives are available in Chapter 3 of the EIS by 
resource. 
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in exotic annual grass by approximately 8 percent” (but the 
baseline data from which this is derived is not made clear). 

BLM fails to monitor and track ecological conditions 
anywhere near zones of more intensive livestock use such as 
water developments, fence lines, stock ponds gouged into 
springs, etc. – so this level is actually much greater. BLM 
must use modern day satellite images to determine the true 
extent of current flammable exotic annual grass infestation 
in the Chipmunk lands. 

WWP008 In accordance with Technical Reference 1734-4, "Key areas 
are indicator areas that are able to reflect what is happening on 
a larger area as a result of on-the-ground management actions. 
A key area should be a representative sample of a large 
stratum, such as a pasture, grazing allotment, wildlife habitat 
area, herd management area, watershed area, etc., depending 
on the management objectives being addressed by the study. 
Key areas represent the “pulse” of the rangeland. Proper 
selection of key areas requires appropriate stratification. 
Statistical inference can only be applied to the stratification 
unit. 
 
Selecting Key Areas - The most important factors to consider 
when selecting key areas are the management objectives found 
in land use plans, coordinated resource management plans, 
and/or activity plans. An interdisciplinary team should be used 
to select these areas. In addition, permittees, lessees, and other 
interested publics should be invited to participate, as 
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appropriate, in selecting key areas. Poor information resulting 
from improper selection of key areas leads to misguided 
decisions and improper management. 
 
Criteria for Selecting Key Areas - The following are some 
criteria that should be considered in selecting key areas. A key 
area: 
• Should be representative of the stratum in which it is located. 
• Should be located within a single ecological site and plant 
community. 
• Should contain the key species where the key species 
concept is used. 
• Should be capable of and likely to show a response to 
management actions.  This response should be indicative of 
the response that is occurring on the stratum." 
 
Therefore, key areas used to collection monitoring information 
should reflect what is happening on a larger area, not small 
isolated areas that are not impacted at all, or other areas 
heavily impacted near water or fences. 

Very notably, the Veg Report reveals that significant areas 
of this landscape have been converted to weedlands in areas 
that have not burned. 

WWP009 Thank you for your comment. 
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The EIS is greatly deficient in meeting the environmental 
challenges in 2013. It fails to take very significant actions to 
deal with the myriad of problems being caused by livestock 
here. All of the continued grazing alternatives provide 
insufficient change in Chipmunk lands, where with each 
livestock trampling event- weeds gain a bigger and bigger 
hold on the landscape. Its limited grazing alternatives would 
all continue grazing nearly every acre of every allotment, 
ignoring sound ICBEMP science that protecting remaining 
native vegetation communities in arid lands facing weed 
invasions is necessary, and that protection of microbiotic 
crusts is essential. See Wisdom et al. 2000/2002 and other 
terrestrial species and habitat reports.  

WWP010 See BLM response to WWP011. 

BLM did not develop alternatives based on a solid sensitive 
species and weed invasion risk baseline and meaningfully 
address grazing impacts and alternatives needed to 
determine if – in reality – ANY grazing should continue in 
many pastures or allotments. BLM failed to take a hard look 
at sustainability of grazing use, and conduct capability and 
suitability analysis, as well as a carrying capacity analysis 
that incorporated all facets of the adverse disturbance 
footprint of continued livestock grazing.  

WWP011 See BLM response to OCC06 and OCC21.  The EIS considers 
site specific information as described in Chapter 3 Affected 
Environment of the EIS and Specialist reports in the project 
record.  EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS includes 
analysis through a reasonable range of alternatives supported 
with specialist reports, evaluations, and determinations for 
each of the Group 2 allotments associated with these grazing 
permit renewals. Furthermore, BLM has met its requirements 
in accordance with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy. 
Specifically in regards to taking a hard look, in accordance 
with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, which defines a 
hard look as “a reasoned analysis containing quantitative or 
detailed qualitative information”, the Group 2 EIS analysis 
includes qualitative and quantitative information to support an 
adequate NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the 
Group 2 allotments. Additionally, the EIS includes a hard look 
analysis in compliance with other BLM Policy including 
Instruction Memorandums WO-IM-99-039, WO-IM-99-149, 
WO-IM-2000-022 Change 1, WO-IM-2001-062, and ID-IM-
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2011-045. 

BLM spurned WWP’s alternative – which we emphasize is 
not the No Grazing Alternative, but relies on passive 
restoration and taking a hard look at ecological conditions to 
determine if the lands can withstand continued grazing 
disturbance.  
BLM must examine on a site-specific level – by pasture and 
allotment – if No Grazing in fact might be required to 
protect the public lands resources from permanent 
impairment and irreparable harm. 

WWP012 See BLM response to OCC06 and OCC21.  The EIS considers 
site specific information as described in Chapter 3 Affected 
Environment of the EIS and Specialist reports in the project 
record.  EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS includes 
analysis through a reasonable range of alternatives supported 
with specialist reports, evaluations, and determinations for 
each of the Group 2 allotments associated with these grazing 
permit renewals. Furthermore, BLM has met its requirements 
in accordance with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy. 
Specifically in regards to taking a hard look, in accordance 
with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, which defines a 
hard look as “a reasoned analysis containing quantitative or 
detailed qualitative information”, the Group 2 EIS analysis 
includes qualitative and quantitative information to support an 
adequate NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the 
Group 2 allotments. Additionally, the EIS includes a hard look 
analysis in compliance with other BLM Policy including 
Instruction Memorandums WO-IM-99-039, WO-IM-99-149, 
WO-IM-2000-022 Change 1, WO-IM-2001-062, and ID-IM-
2011-045. 

On top of this, there is simply not sufficient site-specific 
detail to understand the baseline including sensitive species 
habitat quality and quantity, and the status and precarious 
state of local and regional populations)] to be able to 
determine if any continued grazing use is sustainable for 

WWP013 Extensive and detailed site-specific information is provided in 
Section 3.7.1 of the EIS for special status plant species. 
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many sensitive species. 

It is very clear, however, that the level of grazing 
disturbance that is being imposed, especially with continued 
overstocking in many allotments, essentially meaningless 
50% upland utilization under most alternatives with no 
limits on upland trampling and the continuation of very 
harmful spring active and growing season use, harmful 
supplement feeding, and many harmful livestock facilities 
whose impacts BLM has failed to assess - is very likely to 
cause significant continued irreversible weed invasion and 
extirpation of sage-grouse, pygmy rabbit, rare plants, and 
other imperiled species.  

WWP014 See BLM response to WWP011 and WWP 012.  Opinion 
noted. 

For all sensitive species – including sage-grouse, BLM fails 
to consider how very few animals remain, and the perilous 
status of the habitats and populations both within and 
surrounding this allotment. Loss of sage-grouse here will 
result in a significant perforation of the range, and a growing 
gulf between any viable Oregon population and Idaho birds. 
See Knick et al 2003 “Teetering” paper, and Dobkin and 
Sauder 2004 describing absence of native birds and 
mammals from large areas of lands. 

WWP015 Please refer to BLM responses to WWP003 and WPP004. 

BLM continues to rely on the highly flawed and unvetted 
livestock industry-biased NRCS Ecosites that are based on 
wildly erroneous fire return/disturbance and other ecological 
information.  

WWP016 Although the most current vegetation inventories for public 
rangelands in the Owyhee Field Office are approximately 30 
years old, those data remain valid for sagebrush steppe 
vegetation types that change slowly. Those data were used as a 
reference to past ecological condition and supplemented land 
health assessments that were the basis for determinations 
which identified the need to modifying terms and conditions of 
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grazing permits as appropriate to implement proper grazing 
management practices. Vegetation inventory information used 
in the preliminary DEIS remain the best available information 
and not replaced or modified in the FEIS. 

BLM must review its own General Land Office Records 
surveyor records to determine the historical presence of 
western juniper across the Owyhee region, which is the only 
place in Idaho where western juniper is found to any extent.  

WWP017 The BLM reviewed all available and appropriate records to 
determine the presence of western juniper in Section 3.3.1 of 
the EIS. 

We are also concerned about biased findings in some of the 
Owyhee soils information – but the NRCS Ecosites are far 
worse, and appear designed to justify destruction of native 
woody vegetation to promote livestock forage (“decadent” 
sage  - i.e. mature or old growth sage which has the essential 
complex structural characters that sensitive sagebrush 
species rely on and basically all junipers). 

WWP018 The Chipmunk Group Ecological Site Descriptions (USDA 
NRCS, 2010) include two ecological sites that identify western 
juniper as common species in the woodland vegetation 
communities; they are Douglas Fir 22+”, and Mahogany 
Savannah 16-22”. For much of the remaining sites, shrub-
steppe habitats dominated by several species of sagebrush and 
perennial bunchgrasses expected to occur across the vast 
majority of the allotments have the potential to provide 
properly functioning upland watershed conditions. However, 
juniper encroachment into shrub-steppe habitat has led to 
woodland habitats that are providing reduced soil stability, 
altered hydrologic function, and degraded biotic integrity. This 
degraded state has developed primarily due to the absence of 
fire in an otherwise fire dependent ecosystem and is discussed 
in the DEIS soils cumulative effects section on p. 153.  

There is a 2012 fire that has impacted leks in Oregon 
between Jordan Valley and Succor Creek, plus the large-
scale recent Long Draw and Holloway fire loss of extremely 
significant sage habitats. The full adverse cumulative effects 
of recent significant habitat loss must be analyzed. In reality 
in Oregon north of Jordan Valley there are pretty much only 
the dwindling leks near Spring Mountain –then a great void 
of weed-infested crested wheat seedings extending for vast 

WWP019 Cumulative impacts analysis is located at the end of each 
resource in Section 3 of the EIS.  
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areas – over to the Oregon Owyhee River, and far beyond.  

We have serious concerns about the FRH process, and 
believe BLM relied far too heavily at the outset, and in 
developing its very limited range of grazing alternatives, on 
seriously flawed old Ranges West era biased FRH 
assessments and old information, and on the trend site biased 
analysis on the Veg Report. For example, claiming native 
vegetation standard (4) is somehow met in Baxter Basin, 
where the flatter lands were admitted to be overrun with 
medusahead. This is done by deftly relegating lands with 
expanses of medusahead to an exotic grass category. 

WWP020 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment. 

We are also dismayed that BLM did not provide the 
assessments and determinations for this current process to 
the public as drafts for review, as had been the previous 
practice. WWP repeatedly requested this information, and 
BLM never even bothered to respond. 

WWP021 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment. 

This means that BLM must take a “hard look” at the 
capability of the land and address sustainability of livestock 
use at various levels, and determine which lands may not be 
suitable for continued use over the term of these permits.  

WWP022 See BLM response to OCC06 and OCC21.  The EIS considers 
site specific information as described in Chapter 3 Affected 
Environment of the EIS and Specialist reports in the project 
record.  EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS includes 
analysis through a reasonable range of alternatives supported 
with specialist reports, evaluations, and determinations for 
each of the Group 2 allotments associated with these grazing 
permit renewals. Furthermore, BLM has met its requirements 
in accordance with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy. 
Specifically in regards to taking a hard look, in accordance 



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, which defines a 
hard look as “a reasoned analysis containing quantitative or 
detailed qualitative information”, the Group 2 EIS analysis 
includes qualitative and quantitative information to support an 
adequate NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the 
Group 2 allotments. Additionally, the EIS includes a hard look 
analysis in compliance with other BLM Policy including 
Instruction Memorandums WO-IM-99-039, WO-IM-99-149, 
WO-IM-2000-022 Change 1, WO-IM-2001-062, and ID-IM-
2011-045. 

This is a confusing document. BLM fails to identify any 
preferred alternative.  

WWP023 See BLM comment for CGA01.  In addition, BLM is not 
required under NEPA to select a "preferred alternative" untill 
the Final EIS is published. 

The EIS discussion of issues omits pressing concerns. This 
includes providing habitat quality and quantity for viable 
populations of all sensitive species – terrestrial and aquatic. 

WWP024 Improving the quality and quantity of the shrub-steppe 
environment is fundamental to the EIS guided by objectives 
set within the Owyhee Management Plan and the Idaho 
Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing. The issues identified are central to meeting those 
objectives. Using Columbia Redband trout, Columbia spotted 
Frog, and greater sage-grouse as focal species, upland and 
riparian conditions within the analysis area will be improved 
for a variety of avian, terrestrial and aquatic species. 

Livestock grazing degradation amplifies the adverse impacts 
of climate change. See Beschta et al. 2012. BLM failed to 
evaluate necessary alternatives and alternative actions to do 
this – and thus conserve, enhance and restore sage-grouse 
and other sensitive species, and give priority to them – as 
required under the Owyhee RMP. 

WWP025 The BLM addressed climate change as an issue on page 17 of 
the EIS; Global Climate Change under alternative 9 considered 
and dismissed; and under psection 3.2 as climate change past 
present and reasonably foreseable future actions.  The BLM 
considers 6 alternatives that enhance and restore sage-grouse 
and other sensitive species including the No Grazing 
alternative. 
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The structure of this EIS is confusing, and the specialists 
reports which are essential to understand conditions adds to 
this. While combining these foundational parts of the EIS 
may reduce pages, in the case of the Chipmunk EIS, it adds 
to the confusion. It has also helped BLM to obscure the lack 
of a sound environmental baseline, and necessary site-
specific full picture analysis of each of these allotments.  

WWP026 See BLM comment for CGA01. 

BLM is required to give priority to sage-grouse and other 
sensitive species. BLM omits important RMP protective 
environmental provisions, goals and objectives from the 
abbreviated list in EIS at 17. 

WWP027 The list of Owyhee Recourse Management Plan objectives 
identified are found to be applicable within the scope of the 
DEIS. 

This section states “resource constraints were applied where 
there are issues, and/or where standards are not being met”. 
We strongly oppose applying “resource constraints only if 
standards are not being met”.  

WWP028 See BLM response to WWP022.  All issues were considered 
when developing alternatives for EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-
B030-2012-0014-EIS including a reasonable range of 
alternatives. 

This section continues the Owyhee FO’s mis-representation 
of the sage-grouse breeding period in the minimal avoidance 
of use discussion – and would also allow use during highly 
damaging active and critical growing periods for native 
grasses (see Anderson 1991), and for GSG (see Jarbidge 
litigation Federal Court Opinion, defining period March 1 
through mid June). In fact, under the continued harmful 
grazing schemes of the alternatives extensive spring grazing 
occurs, as well as some harmful winter grazing that disturbs 
wintering wildlife. 

WWP029 The resource constraints applied to alternatives 3 and 4 are 
located in Section 2, page 19 of the DEIS. The constraints 
were created emphasizing critical periods of the season for 
each Rangeland Health Standard and applied to the 
development of grazing strategies. The sensitive species and 
wildlife constraint emphasizes a critical period of nesting in 
the spring. You are correct that the date is in error and the 
BLM will change the date to identify April 1 - June 20 
consistent with the Idaho Sage-grouse Plan 2006 nesting 
period for sage-grouse. Agreed that this change does not toally 
address your comment regarding the sage-grouse breeding 
period from March 1-through mid June, however, if alternative 
3 or 4 are selected, and in considering constraints identified by 
other standards (e.g. soils March 1-May 15; vegetation April 
1-June 30; and riparian May 15-August 30) grazing pressure 
will be substantially reduced during the spring critical growth 
period and improvements to plant community composition and 
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structure during the sage-grouse breeding period and for other 
shrub-steppe species habitat needs are anticipated to occur. 

BLM falsely claims that the “breeding season: does not 
begin until April 15 for “sensitive species and wildlife”. The 
sage-grouse breeding season begins March 1. For sensitive 
raptor species, it may begin even earlier. For migratory birds 
like the long-billed curlew, it begins in March and for 
ground nesting passerines like the horned lark, and sage 
sparrows set up territories in late March as well here. Sheep 
and cattle disturbance crush and destroy nests and eggs of 
grond nesting birds. Studies in the Black Canyon Curlew 
ACEC showed this occurs. 

WWP030 Sage-grouse are used as a focal species in the DEIS because 
they are representaive of landscape characteristices necessary 
for helathy and functional sagebrush-steppe environments. 
Agreed that there are species that breed and nest earlier than 
sage-grouse, as well as species that breed and nest later. Using 
the sage-grouse nesting period from April 1 - June 20 
constraint (review BLM response WWP029) will emphasize 
the critical growth period of the plant community and will 
improve habitat composition and structure for sagebrush-
steppe dependent species.  

It also contains the terribly outdated 50% upland utilization 
–a level that rarely occurs since BLM in the Owyhee 
violates the BLM monitoring protocols for uplands – and 
monitors at cherry-picked trend sites  - and not across areas 
representative of livestock use, including more intensive use. 
But this then in contradicted by Alt. 3 that has lowered 
utilization, and Alt. 4 which has no use standards (for 
riparian areas) to control damage at all. 

WWP031 See BLM response to WWP007. Alt. 4 was designed with 
frequency, timing, and duration limits that would not require 
intensty limits. 

The Bighorn Sheep separation agreement is greatly 
inadequate to protect bighorn sheep from disease-infested 
domestic sheep. IDFG is very constrained by politics, and 
under the current Governor state agencies are often forced to 
act in the interests of livestock ranchers, not wildlife. WWP 
participated in the Idaho Bighorn collaborative group, and 
saw this bias on full display. 

WWP032 To improve BLM management of domestic sheep grazing, the 
BMPs of the original Separation Agreement have been 
elevated to terms and conditions of the permit under 
Alternatives 3 and 4 (Section 3.6.2, page 231). 
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BLM must count or put pit tags and/or ear tags with a 
number system on all livestock grazed on these lands – so 
that actual use can be properly understood. As actual use has 
risen to prominence, it becomes crucial that BLM verify 
what now is essentially an after-the-fact reporting honor 
system. As was shown in the recent Duck Creek 
proceedings, ranchers may over-report use in order to 
artificially inflate the re-sale value of their public lands 
grazing permit, and so that BLM will not cut AUMs. 

WWP033 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment. 

Western Watersheds Project supports the closure of the 
Poison Creek allotment to domestic livestock grazing to 
meet the objective of reduced conflict between livestock and 
bighorn sheep.  However, the BLM has not adequately 
analyzed the existing risks associated with interaction 
between domestic sheep, cattle, and bighorn sheep.   

WWP034 Section 3.6.1, 212 to 217 provides a thorough discussion on 
bighorn sheep in southwestern Idaho and southeastern Oregon 
and the risk of disease transmission between domestic sheep 
and bighorn sheep. Through the DEIS analysis, the 
direct/indirect and cumulative impacts of domestic sheep 
grazing and trailing to bighorn sheep are discussed for each 
alternative.  A bighorn sheep risk-of-contact model was used 
to provide a new level of impact analysis. The model provided 
useful information where bighorn sheep preference habitat, 
connectivity habitat, and unsuitable habitat may occur for as 
well as provided a quantitative assessment of a bighorn sheep 
individual coming into contact with an allotment used for 
domestic sheep grazing or trailing.  

The BLM arbitrarily limits its analysis of the percent 
probability of a bighorn sheep foray intersecting a domestic 
sheep grazing allotment.  The analysis must be expanded to 
the entire operations area for the Poison Creek Grazing 
Association to better understand the full footprint and risk of 
domestic sheep grazing within the Owyhee Field Office. 

WWP035 The scope of the DEIS analysis focused primarily on one of 
three Posion Creek Grazing Association domestic sheep 
grazing allotments and their trailing route. The cumulative 
effects section (Section 3.6.9, page 238) further discussed 
domestic grazing in the other two Idaho allotments (Rockville 
and Flint Creek) as well as their trailing route in Oregon.  A 
bighorn sheep risk-of-contact model was used to quantify the 
propability of contact of a bighorn sheep intersecting an 
allotment used for grazing or containes a portion of the trailing 
route. This information provided an additional level of 
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information not previously available. Because disease 
transmission from domestic sheep to bighorn sheep and the 
long term implications to bighorn sheep herd health, 
information generated by the model (preference habitat, 
connectivity habitat, unsuitable habitat, bighorn sheep foray 
distances, risk-of-contact, herd sizes, sex ratios, core habitat 
home ranges) is an important component of the impact 
analysis.   

Furthermore, the BLM must analyze the increase in 
probability of BHS/DS conflict if population objectives were 
to be met.  This must include analysis of a range of scenarios 
where bighorn expand to new areas or increase in population 
across the Owyhee Front.  If analysis shows that domestic 
sheep grazing is in conflict with and expanding bighorn 
sheep population, adjustments to domestic sheep operations 
must be reevaluated on an annual basis to ensure that risk of 
contact is low (the Payette National Forest chose and 
alternative which allows only .08 contacts with a sheep 
grazing allotment per year). 

WWP036 The BLM agrees with your comment.  As bighorn sheep 
populations begin to increase and disperse and move closer to 
IDFG and ODFW management objectives, the probability of 
contact will become greater and the risk of contact will need to 
be reassessed and evaluated accordingly (Section 3.6.2, page 
231). The changes in herd size and locations will influence the 
risk-of-contact between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep. 

In the event that the BLM choses an alternative which 
includes domestic sheep grazing on the Poison Creek 
allotment as well as neighboring allotments, an emergency 
response plan must require intensive monitoring of domestic 
sheep operations and bighorn sheep movements.  It is critical 
that the BLM monitor the daily locations of sheep bands and 
that all sheep are accounted for while in the field.   

WWP037 Implentation of the Separation Agreement and monitoring of 
bighorn sheep herds will require active communication and 
coordination between the BLM, IDFG, and the permittee 
(Section 3.6.2, page 231). 
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The BLM must include as terms and conditions the 
requirement that any predation events which have possibly 
resulted in the scatter of sheep be immediately reported to 
the BLM. Since domestic sheep act as weed vectors, the 
BLM must examine the effects of puss jaw in bighorn sheep 
as a result of expanding cheatgrass and medusahead.  The 
BLM must also examine the risk of blue tongue on bighorn 
sheep populations.  Risks of sheep associated diseases such 
as Q Fever, a zoonotic disease capable of infecting humans, 
must be analyzed.   

WWP038 The BLM will implement the Separation Agreement as a term 
and condition of the domestic sheep grazing permit. The BLM 
and IDFG will work together to monitor disease outbreaks. 

The BLM has not adequately analyzed disturbance, 
competition for forage, and risk of disease transmission to 
bighorn sheep caused by cattle.   

WWP039 The BLM appreciates your comment and will review Section 
3.6.2, page 229 regarding the analysis.  

Livestock are not all even required to stay within a ¼ mile or 
240 ft. corridor. BLM never has considered alternatives such 
as trucking. 

WWP040 BLM has considered buffers for trailing under section 2.1.2 
Livestock trailing/crossing page 22 of the EIS. 

BLM must specifically identify all sites for any concentrated 
livestock activities – such as supplements salt, bedding, 
staging, watering, electric fencing bedding areas, etc. 

WWP041 Concentrated livestock use occures around existing fences, 
springs water developments, reservoirs, roads, and trails.  
Salting and bedding grounds are variable by year and rotation. 
See the maps in the appendicies and the Affected Environment 
Chapter 3 of the EIS pages 108, 109, 138, 140, 144, 146-148, 
239 and 257 for analysis.    

We note that the Trailing discussion p. 23 has the proper 
sage-grouse and nesting bird breeding period avoidance data 
– i.e. March 1. Yet elsewhere BLM uses the incorrect April 
15 date.  

WWP042 The trailing portion of the DEIS used a constraint from March 
1-March 15 to avoid moveing cattle through a lek area. If these 
areas could not be avoided, additional  timing restrictions 
(10:00am-6:00pm) as term and conditions were required for 
trailing activities to occur. Review BLM response to WWP029 
and WWP030 for additional information on the use of 
breeding and nesting dates. 
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Nowhere are there required measurable use standards 
including trampling standards to protect upland soil and 
microbiotic crust resources jeopardized by this massive 
trailing activity. 

WWP043 Biological soil crust condition and spatial extent is an indicator 
of the ecological health of the plant community; thus, 
disturbance that results in even small losses of microbiotic 
crusts can dramatically reduce site fertility and soil 
productivity, soil moisture retention, and further reduce soil 
surface stability and soil organic matter. Trampling of soils 
and the physical disturbance of microbiotic soil crusts serve as 
important indicators of upland watershed health and are an 
integral part of monitoring. Rangeland Health Field 
Assessments (USDI BLM, 2000) use specific indicator ratings 
(e.g. compaction layer, soil surface resistance to erosion, soil 
surface loss or degradation etc.) that evaluate and include 
disturbances to soil stability and hydrologic function, which 
includes trampling and microbiotic soil crusts. Crew notes in 
field forms (in project file) for 89 RHFAs provide ample 
reference to the presence or absence of both and to their 
degree of disturbance. Groundcover trend from nested 
frequency plots also offer quantitative records that evaluate the 
increase or decline of soil crusts (see project file). Taken 
together, the ORMP (USDI BLM, 1999a) states under SOIL-1 
to “improve unsatisfactory and maintain satisfactory watershed 
health/condition on all areas”, which takes into account any 
disturbance factor that contributes to not meeting this 
management objective.   

BLM did not include in this list the very important issue of 
the harmful impacts of the battery of livestock facilities, and 
the need to greatly reduce and rollback the facility footprint 
in order to reduce adverse impacts (like upland weed 
infestation and water depletion of springs) to sagebrush 
habitats and sensitive species habitats and populations.  

WWP044 Assessing and analyzing the impacts of grazing infustructure is 
not within the scope odf DEIS. 



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
BLM admits that grazing is affecting upland vegetation, and 
affecting hydrological function – but its rangeland health 
analyses fail to consider the severe degradation to the 
drainage network. BLM improperly assess watersheds based 
on its flat land trend or other sites that are not part of 
drainage networks. This not in compliance with the 
requirements of the rangeland health standards.  

WWP045 See Soils Cumulative Effects section p. 149 regarding the fine 
line between upland soils/Standard 1 and water 
resources/Standards 2 and 3. Idaho Standards for Rangeland 
Health state that "no single indicator provides sufficient 
information to determine rangeland health" and that indicators 
are not intended to be all inclusive.  

The economic impacts analysis is minimal. In fact, BLM’s 
own Owyhee PRMP analysis showed this – that the 
implementation of grazing changes under the RMP would 
only result in the loss of 3 or 5 jobs. BLM also unfairly 
ignores the economic burden on the taxpayers of this greatly 
subsidized, destructive public lands grazing program.  

WWP046 See the response to comment WWP124.  

Livestock grazing competes with wild horse use of food, 
cover and space – not just “forage”. Moreover, the 
discussion of the allotments in HMAs under the No Action 
part of the EIS shows that livestock have not been being 
grazed in wild horse herd areas in the manner in which they 
were supposed to be grazing. This has very likely heightened 
conflicts with wild horses – and of course wildlife and other 
resources, as well. 

WWP047 Analysis of the impacts and conflicts with wild horses is 
included in Sections 3.12.2-3.12.6.  Rangeland health 
assessments, evaluations, and determinations outline the 
current condition and the causal factors if resources are not 
meeting the applicable standards.  

An important issue that BLM omits is the need for 
comprehensive, current site-specific surveys across the 
project area for biological resources and invasive species. 
This is necessary to determine the risks and conflicts 
associated with any continued grazing disturbance here. 

WWP048 The BLM has completed several inventories and surveys 
outlined in Section 3.3.1 of the EIS. 

BLM keeps referring to ‘forage” in the Issues section – yet 
there is no current Ecological Site Inventory, no analysis of 
the amount of sustainable perennial forage that serves as a 
basis for stocking the public lands. 

WWP049 There is no recent ESI on these allotments.  However, 
ecological site descriptions and other monitoring 
data/information was used to compare current vegetative 
conditions/forage with expected vegetative conditions/forage. 
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BLM omits analysis of the major conflicts with other uses – 
in these small allotments that are very close to Idaho’s 
population centers and a whole broad spectrum of public 
lands recreational pursuits take place. The value of lost 
opportunities – due to weed lands, cwg wastelands, gross 
livestock facilities, depressed wildlife and fisheries, eroding 
cultural sites, etc., and other alternative uses foregone must 
be analyzed on a par with the constant complaints of the 
subsidized public lands ranchers. 

WWP050 Section 3.8 of the Group 2 EIS addresses recreation and 
identifies the recreational pursuits most likely to be impacted 
under any of the grazing alternatives.  Overall, the impacts to 
recreationists as a result of livestock grazing activities are 
minimal. 

Although BLM admits that sage-grouse are an important 
issue, the EIS woefully fails to provide information essential 
to ensure that sage-grouse will be conserved, enhanced and 
restored in this landscape where they and their native sage 
habitat are disappearing. 

WWP051 The greater sage-grouse is used as an focal species (Section 
3.6.1, page 207) because they represent a set of landscape 
attributes and characteristics for functional and healthy shrub-
steppe ecosystems - the dominant plant community within the 
analysis area of the DEIS.  In addition, the Columbia redband 
trout and the Columbia spotted frog were also used to evaluate 
the condition of riparian habitats associated with streams, 
springs, and wetlands. By meeting the needs of these three 
focal species, the health of the sagebrush-steppe ecosystem 
and benefit other shrub-steppe species as well. Desired 
conditions (Section 3.6.1, page 208) for wildlife are guidelines 
set by the Owyhee Resource Management Plan and the Idaho 
Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines for Livestock 
Management.  As per NEPA, an adequate range of alternatives 
(Section 2.2, page 24) are identified and an impact analysis has 
been conducted to evaluate the negative and positive effects of 
each alternative.              

This section of the EIS needs to be greatly improved with a 
wealth of current site-specific baseline information and 
inventories for rare and sensitive species occurrence, habitat 
quality and quantity, water quality, water quantity, degree of 
cheatgrass and other exotic species infestations, analysis of 
risk of expansion  of invasive species under all grazing 

WWP052 Current site-specific information is provided in Section 3.3.1 
and risk of expansion of invasive species for all "grazing 
scenarios" is outlined in Section 3.3.2 of the EIS. 
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scenarios, etc.  

All FFRs should be eliminated, and lands merged with 
adjacent larger allotments. This should have been considered 
as part of alternatives in this current process. Lands that in 
the days of the old MFP (where MIC originated and then 
was carried over in the RMP), are not of low value, and 
often do not have minimal conflicts with grazing – as the 
plight of upland sensitive species like sage-grouse has now 
gained much more prominence, and the inter-related nature 
of watersheds and habitat integrity is now firmly based in 
scientific principles.  

WWP053 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment. 

BLM cannot just blithely write off FFR and other lands 
without carefully study and site-specific species occurrence 
and habitat quality and quantity inventories, recreational 
values, cultural sites jeopardized by livestock grazing and 
trampling, etc. 

WWP054 The BLM agrees and has developed alternatives and analyzed 
the effects for the FFR allotments in the EIS.  See page 9-10 
on how the BLM manages FFR allotments. 

We are concerned that BLM’s RHA analyses do not 
properly assess watershed standards, does not assess more 
intensively disturbed areas, almost never examines 
conditions of uplands in vicinity of waters – such as eroding 
degraded slopes above streams, may shy away from more 
mixed or mottled communities – which are weedier, and 
otherwise avoid full detection of the severity of livestock 
impacts in the landscape. Plus, it appears the range staff 
place excessive weight on trend  - as shown in the Veg 
Specialist Report 

WWP055 The locations of RHA monitoring sites are intended to reflect 
on a setting that is representative of a large, similar area 
without intentionally providing for a biased sample. Maps 
RNGE-1 and maps RNGE-2 and RNGE-3 show that trend and 
RHA sites are generally distributed across various areas of the 
pastures/allotments with several near or in between water 
sources, including drainages. Rangeland Health Assessments 
provide qualitative input while trend is quantitative, offering 
repeateable sampling that provides insights over various years. 



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
We are very concerned about the “Making Progress” 
determination for Baxter Basin – this runs counter to our 
observations, and in fact the “progress” appears to be that 
weeds are increasing so bad that BLM evaluated a whole 
pasture as a weed wasteland. What possible progress is that? 

WWP056 Monitoring data and other information is outlined in the 
Baxter Basin Rangeland Health Assessment.  The Baxter 
Basin Rangeland Health Evaluation and Determination states 
that Standards 4 and 5 are "Meeting the Standard," not 
"Making Significant Progress" as stated in the comment.  
Therefore, this incorrect assumption cannot be addressed or 
responded to. 

We are concerned that information in BLM’s Table at times 
appears to be old and outdated – for example, 2008, Baxter 
Basin 2006, Chipmunk Field FFR 2007, Corral Creek FFR 
Franconi 2007, Stanford FFR 2008, Trout Creek 2006. 
Medusahead and bulbous bluegrass have increased 
dramatically since then in grazed and trampled landscapes. 
These must be updated with current 2013 rangeland health 
studies. The old information relies on different sage-grouse 
assessment methods, and may involve more cherry-picked 
sites. 

WWP057 All available historic and current data was used to consider 
current conditions, analysis of effects, and the selection of the 
alternative(s) including Appendix B Actual Use and 
Utilizaiton. 

How were all assessment processes conducted? Where are 
all sites, and how were they selected? What sites were 
passed over, or avoided? 

WWP058 All field assessment processes were conducted in accordance 
with Technical Reference 1734-6 (Interpreting Indicators of 
Rangeland Health).  All additional information and monitoring 
data, including site selection, was collected using other 
appropriate technical references and protocol. 

Standards 1 and 4 simply are not being met in Soda Creek. 
Medusahead and invasive species are increasing, Flat upland 
sites wrongly used for “watershed” determinations in the 
Watershed assessment (Standard 1) do not ever include 
drainage networks, or any areas very near them. Please also 
see discussion of Vegetation Specialist report. 

WWP059 Thank you for your comment. Also see WWP055 
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We are very concerned that BLM structures the Purpose and 
Need for this decision to support retaining all existing 
infrastructure – even though the infrastructure has been such 
a disaster for these public lands, in particular. The allotments 
have been carved up into a series of tiny pastures, resulting 
in even further intensification of ecological damage. See 
comments below on the No Action allotment descriptions. 
As more facilities were built, the lands did not become 
healthy. 

WWP060 The EIS states: The purpose of this action is to provide for 
livestock grazing opportunities on public lands using existing 
infrastructure where such grazing is consistent with meeting 
management objectives, including the Idaho Standards for 
Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing 
Management (USDI-BLM, 1997) and the ORMP objectives. 
The BLM is simply stating here that we intend to meet 
management objectives of the ISRH and the ORMP without 
using the tool of building new infrastructure. The purpose and 
need does not state that the BLM will see to it that the existing 
infrastructure persists. That is not the focus of the BLM's 
purpose and need for the proposed action. The need for this 
particular action--processing the applications to renew grazing 
permits--can be fully addressed and analyzed in a range of 
reasonable alternatives without considering an increase in 
numbers of range projects. 

BLM can readily use this EIS process to amend the RMP. It 
is in need of updating to take into account climate change 
impacts, the dramatic increase in annual grasses and 
especially medusahead in these very allotments since the 
EIS was finalized (and now Africa grass as well), much new 
information about sage-grouse, and the fact that sage-grouse 
have been found to warrant ESA listing. 

WWP061 The commenter is correct in saying that the BLM can use the 
EIS process to amend the ORMP. The BLM also has the 
discretion to determine when a land use plan amendment 
process will be folded into an implementation level decision 
process. The BLM is not required to consider proposed land 
use plan amendments in every NEPA document every time 
new information is presented that wasn't present during the 
development of the land use plan. The BLM is in the process 
of amending multiple land use plans, including the ORMP to 
address the management of sage-grouse habitat. The EIS 
addresses the subject of climate change, and considering these 
effects during the grazing permit renewal proces in no way 
violates any conformance with the ORMP. 
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We note that the alternatives analysis is much too 
programmatic. In these alternatives, BLM plays a kind of 
NEPA game. It tries to keep shuffling livestock around a bit 
differently separate from required mandatory measurable use 
standards and AUM reductions – when any viable 
alternative for all allotments must in reality contain a 
combination of these actions combined with substantial cuts. 

WWP062 Opinion noted. EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS 
includes analysis through a reasonable range of alternatives 
supported with 2013 Specialist Reports, Evaluations, and 
Determinations for each of the Group 2 allotments associated 
with these grazing permit renewals. Furthermore, BLM has 
met its requirements in accordance with NEPA, APA, 
FLPMA, and BLM policy. Specifically in regards to taking a 
hard look, in accordance with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-
1790-1, which defines a hard look as “a reasoned analysis 
containing quantitative or detailed qualitative information”, 
the Group 2 EA analysis includes qualitative and quantitative 
information to support an adequate NEPA analysis for 
renewing grazing permits in the Group 2 allotments. 

While this creates an illusion of jumping through NEPA 
hoops, it does not fulfill NEPA’s requirements that a hard 
look be taken, and that necessary site-specific actions 
tailored to correct ecological damage and prevent irreparable 
harm and loss of public resources be put in place. 

WWP063 This is a continuance of WWP062 comment where the 
commenter stated, "In these alternatives, BLM plays a kind of 
NEPA game. It tries to keep shuffling livestock around a bit 
differently separate from required mandatory measurable use 
standards and AUM reductions – when any viable alternative 
for all allotments must in reality contain a combination of 
these actions combined with substantial cuts." We note the 
comment, and consider this is a statement of opinion. 
However, to reiterate what the EIS makes clear, the 
alternatives analyzed include management of livestock AUM 
levels from current permitted AUMs to zero AUMs in the no-
grazing alternative, and from slight to substantial reductions of 
AUMs in the other action alternatives. 
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BLM failed to analyze WWP’s alternative, and its 
components, and does not even deign to consider them as 
mitigation, either. A SEIS is required for BLM to fully and 
fairly consider the actions to protect the public lands, sage-
grouse, riparian areas, etc. that we have suggested, and that 
are based on current ecological science. 

WWP064 The commenter has proposed an alternative that includes some 
of the following features: Passive restoration of the landscape 
by removing livestock grazing (the Draft EIS analyzes a no-
grazing alternative); active restoration including removal of 
existing fences, livestock watering facilities, 
ripping/recontouring and reseeding of roads, plowing under 
crested wheatgrass seedings and cheatgrass invaded areas and 
replanting these areas with native vegetation. The alternative 
proposes land use plan amendments to retire grazing permits, 
and also proposes changes to the management of programs 
such as visual resources, transportation, locatable and non-
locatable minerals, ACECs, electrical and gas transmission 
corridors, lands and realty management, to name just some. 
What the commenter's alternative really proposes would be 
more accurately described as a complete revision of the 
Owyhee RMP, something that is quite outside the scope of this 
proposed action and beyond the defined purpose and need. The 
BLM's NEPA Handbook at page 53 tells the agency that it 
may eliminate an action alternative from detailed analysis if: 
• it is ineffective (it would not respond to the purpose and 
need). 
• it is technically or economically infeasible (consider whether 
implementation of the 
alternative is likely given past and current practice and 
technology; this does not require 
cost-benefit analysis or speculation about an applicant’s costs 
and profits). 
• it is inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for the 
management of the area (such as, not in conformance with the 
LUP). 
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BLM fails to adequately assess the No Action alternative –as 
permittees failed to follow schedules, and BLM in recent 
years has pretty much abandoned monitoring required under 
the Court Order as well. No action appears to mean almost 
no monitoring and the permittees can just ignore the 
supposed grazing schedule. So it is almost anything goes. 
Has BLM ever verified that the ranchers are grazing the 
number of cattle they are reporting as actual use? 

WWP065 All of the actions and management of the allotments have 
created the existing conditions on the allotments and are 
accurately described in the determinations of Rangeland 
Health Standards in Appendix E and Chapter 3 Affected 
Environment of the EIS.  For specific information regarding 
non-compliance issues that are outside the scope of this 
process please contact the Owyhee Field Office in Marsing 
Idaho. 

In Cow Creek, does Table ALT-1 accurately depict the 
pasture situation before the allotment was split into 5 
pastures? Were there fewer pastures? 

WWP066 Yes.  In 1986 the decision reflects the combination of two 
allotments; reflected in the same dates used in pasture 1 and 2; 
and same dates used in pastures 3-5. However the actual use 
reports as reflected in Table Alt 1.11 report using all 5 pastures 
at separate times.   

We also note that vulnerable lower elevation Owyhee native 
communities were supposed to be capped at 30%-40% 
utilization in the RMP. Where and when did BLM monitor 
this? In all of these allotment analyses, BLM should include 
all monitoring data that is available, and the location of 
monitoring sites.  

WWP067 The Owyhee RMP allows the flexibility to limit different 
utilization levels (Owyhee RMP, page 24).  Additionally, all 
monitoring data and information is outlined in the Rangeland 
Health Assessment for each allotment and all monitoring 
information is summarized in the affected envirnment, Section 
3.3.1, of the EIS.  

BLM does not overlay the sheep trailing/grazing impacts in 
each allotment on top of the cattle use. 

WWP068 Although a map was not created the effects of sheep trailing 
and grazing and cattle use were disclosed as a part of the 
existing environment and those effects of grazing management 
that created the baseline for analysis. 

In allotments like Elephant Butte, what was the situation 
prior to the previous decisions? Were more fences built? 
More water developments? If so, these just seem to have 
made matters worse. 

WWP069 The affected environment is available in the EIS in Chapter 3 
for the Elephant Butte allotment. 
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BLM often describes the allotments as having had new 
facilities built – but there is no analysis at all of the current 
ecological problems stemming from the high fence density 
“pasture-ization” and livestock water developments, as 
required by the National Technical Team Report – under any 
alternative. See NTT report describing fence density 
problems This certainly exists in several areas of the 
Chipmunk EIS area – especially given the private and state 
land infrastructure as well. This must be done as part of this 
current grazing process. 

WWP070 BLM's considered alternatives with range improvements but 
eliminated them from detailed study in section 2.4 of the EIS 
due to time limitations and funding. No new project 
construction or reconstruction is considered within any 
alternative of this NEPA document. In addition, no juniper 
treatments, active restoration of seedings or plant 
communities, or removal of range improvements, including 
water developments or fences will be analyzed. Regarding 
consideration for additional range projects, from the outset of 
this process, BLM has clearly communicated during permittee 
meetings in 2012 that new range projects would not be 
included in these grazing permit renewals. In these meetings, 
BLM communicated that it would not be possible to use range 
projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards and land-use 
plan objectives because inadequate time existed to complete 
both the pre-NEPA project layout and design and the required 
pre-surveys and clearances that are necessary to allow for an 
adequate NEPA analysis of site-specific impacts associated 
with new range projects. Analysis of consequences of any new 
project construction or reconstruction may be addressed 
through a separate NEPA analysis and will not be included in 
this EIS. 



Comment Comment Code BLM Response to Comment 
Alt. 3 is “deferred” grazing. Deferred grazing has been a 
great big failure already here (and across the region), and the 
ranchers don't really follow schedules to any degree anyway 
– see discussion of No Action. Thus, there appears to be no 
basis at all for believing this could bring about the very 
significant turn-around needed in this landscape that is being 
overrun by weeds. Deferred grazing - as BLM uses this 
term, typically means every other year or so use is shifted to 
summer/fall – but grazing disturbance is still frequently is 
imposed on nesting and brood rearing habitats. This may 
actually be very bad for sage-grouse – as birds that may 
have nested successfully at a site in a year with no grazing 
then get swamped the second and third years year when 
grazed in the spring – it is now known that grouse often 
exhibit strong nest site fidelity, and that older birds are more 
successful nesters. 

WWP071 The BLM selected a range of 6 alternatives. Deferred grazing 
under Alternative 3 included grazing constraints and terms and 
conditions to meet resource management objectives. The 
selection of an alternative will be made by the authorizing 
agent. 

Plus the pastures and allotments are so small that having 
livestock in one area may greatly impact the predator 
situation and human disturbance situation in lands in the 
surrounding allotments/areas – as ranchers drive through 
areas, herd livestock, place supplement that attracts 
predators, carrion is strewn across the landscape, etc. 

WWP072 The BLM selected a range of 6 alternatives. Deferred grazing 
under Alternative 3 included grazing constraints and terms and 
conditions to meet resource management objectives. The 
selection of an alternative will be made by the authorizing 
agent. 

BLM cannot use April 15 for the breeding season – March 1 
is the start of the sage-grouse breeding period, and many 
other species including native raptors and some migratory 
birds, are very sensitive to March-April disturbance, as well. 
BLM carries forward the false and flawed start date from its 
Garat/CHL Decisions. 

WWP073 See BLM response to WWP comment to WWP029 and 
WWP030. 
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Alt 5 “converts” sheep to cattle. It is hard to understand why 
this is a separate alternative, and not the proposed action 
common to all grazing alternatives. Also, there is no valid 
capability or suitability/conflict analysis or carrying capacity 
analysis basis provided for stocking lands with cattle 
instead. Poison Creek is a steep, arid canyon-cut area – and 
only a few cattle could be considered to be sustainably 
grazed in such a landscape. Plus, the EIS does not address 
the likely plethora of new livestock water developments that 
would be needed to try to graze cattle in this rugged area. 

WWP074 The Poison Creek allotment currently stocks 174 cattle 1,000 
sheep and is managed as a seeding; please see alternative 1, 
the determination in appendix E, and the affected environment 
Chapter 3 of the EIS for information on Poison Creek 
allotment.  Alternative 5 would convert the remaining sheep 
AUMs to cattle.  Those effects by resource are available in 
Chapter 3 of the EIS by resource.  No improvements are 
proposed for any alternatives in the EIS. 

We also stress that there is no adequate baseline provided for 
understanding the full adverse ecological footprint of the 
sheep grazing and trailing. Where are all sites that water is 
provided? Are these sheep followed around by water trucks, 
and the trucks park in areas that rapidly get churned to dust 
as sheep water? It appears that BLM with this practice, just 
like with salt/supplement, has no measure in place to protect 
the upland vegetation communities. 

WWP075 The baseline the BLM used is available in the 2012 Trailing 
EA as referenced to on page 21 of the EIS. 

There is also no adequate analysis of the impacts of the 
sheep to the composition, function and structure of the 
native vegetation communities, and of the multiple, over-
lapping effects of both sheep and cows grazed/trailed in the 
same area. 

WWP076 Extensive analysis of the impacts from sheep and cattle 
grazing is located in Section 3.3.2 of the EIS. 

BLM fails to consider analyzing cessation of sheep grazing 
in Rockville and other Owyhee allotments. Bighorn sheep in 
the past (1990s) have been sited right by or in Rockville. 
Why in the world is that not being considered in this EIS. 
The cumulative impacts of this continued sheep grazing, as 
well as the severe degradation underway, is essentially 
“forage mining” in Rockville. It is part of the cumulative 
landscape-level degradation that must be considered.  

WWP077 The scope of the EIS only addresses the Chipmunk Group 2 
allotments within the Owyhee 68 allotments. The other 
domestic sheep grazing allotments are not within the scope of 
this project.  
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The full adverse footprint of the domestic sheep grazing in 
this landscape, and all the adverse direct, indirect and 
cumulative effects are not adequately described, and 
analyzed.  

WWP078 Opinion noted. EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS 
includes analysis through a reasonable range of alternatives 
supported with 2013 Specialist Reports, Evaluations, and 
Determinations for each of the Group 2 allotments associated 
with these grazing permit renewals. Furthermore, BLM has 
met its requirements in accordance with NEPA, APA, 
FLPMA, and BLM policy. Specifically in regards to taking a 
hard look, in accordance with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-
1790-1, which defines a hard look as “a reasoned analysis 
containing quantitative or detailed qualitative information”, 
the Group 2 EA analysis includes qualitative and quantitative 
information to support an adequate NEPA analysis for 
renewing grazing permits in the Group 2 allotments. 

We are also concerned about disease impacts of both cattle 
and sheep grazing. This includes bacterial and other 
contamination of water, the fact that stock ponds gouged 
into springs or drainage networks (which we note that BLM 
greatly fails to analyze the impacts of in this desertifying 
landscape provide ideal sites for mosquitoes and potentially 
West Nile virus threats to humans and wildlife, that sheep 
carry diseases like Q fever that infest humans. BLM must 
analyze soil samples from representative areas of the 
allotments grazed by sheep here, to determine if a human 
health hazard exists. 

WWP079 Where and when available, BLM incorporated information 
related to the chemistry and bacteria of the streams.  
Additionally, the impacts associated with cattle fecal matter, 
urine, and trampling of sediment are discussed and disclosed 
throughout the EIS. There are no requirements for upland soil 
sampling.   
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Plus sheep grazing typically is accompanied by blanket 
killing of native predators – including scorched earth killing 
in advance of livestock presence. This is because it is 
impossible to keep track of large herds of sheep grazed in 
wild land settings, and animals are always wandering off, 
getting separate fro bands, or being moved in top of coyote 
or other predator territories. As part of any grazing here 
(sheep or cattle) BLM must require that non-lethal predator 
measures be conducted before lethal control occurs. These 
include requiring more herders, fladry, etc. Sheep watering, 
bedding, etc. must be sharply limited. 

WWP080 The BLM appreciates the comments provided by WWP. The 
BLM recognizes that the  management of domestic sheep 
herds is challenging. To better manage domestic sheep herd 
activity and to also reduce the risk of contact between 
domestic sheep and bighorn sheep, if domestic sheep grazing 
continues, the BLM will implement the Separation Agreement 
as terms and conditions of the domestic sheep grazing permit 
and continue to work with IDFG and the permittee (Section 
3.6.2, page 231). 

Domestic sheep accompanied by large aggressive guard 
dogs also pose a risk to human recreational users of the 
public lands – and much of this area receives significant 
recreational use. 

WWP081 There are many inherent dangers to the recreating public while 
utilizing BLM managed lands, and while the risk of an attack 
on a recreationist by a Great Pyrenees sheep dog is extremely 
low, the BLM recognizes that the potential does exist when 
utilizing an area occupied by sheep.  Livestock grazing is part 
of the BLM’s multiple use mandate and a valid existing right.  
Sheep have utilized this area for years with no reported 
incidents to the Owyhee Field Office.  However, in an effort to 
keep these statics at a minimum, the Owyhee Field Office 
recreation staff is currently working with ranchers and local 
working groups to develop educational materials (kiosks), 
which will be placed in areas of concern. 

Many of these provisions are downright harmful and/or 
greatly inadequate to protect the public lands and resources. 
Why in the world isn't there a “Common to All Alternatives” 
integrated invasive species minimization and control plan, 
based on an invasive species risk assessment? 

WWP082 The BLM did not include a "Common to All Alternatives" 
integrated invasive species minimization and control plan 
based on an invasive species risk assessment because we 
incorporated several provisions for each alternative and certain 
alternatives were designed to limit and reduce invasive species 
invasion.  This could have been incorporated if it was 
submitted timely during the scoping and development of 
issues.  However, there is not adequate time to incorporate this 
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plan and include it into every resource analysis.  Additionally, 
without more specific information, we are unsure what WWP 
would like included in the plan. 

Was any action ever taken in response to ranchers routinely 
not following use periods, not resting pastures (as in Baxter 
Basin), not deferring/rotating – (as in Burgess), exceedances 
of stocking on the permit, and the many other deviations 
shown in BLM’s attempts to understand how grazing has 
occurred on these lands?  

WWP083 See BLM response to WWP065. 

This section of the EIS also shows the many problems with 
flexibility – allotments that were allowed significant 
flexibility often failed to meet land health standards.  

WWP084 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment. 

In allotments like Jackson Creek, BLM must consider 
removing fencing  - for example in Pastures 4 and 5, as they 
are grazed at the same time. 

WWP085 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment. 

The Joint allotment discussion shows that lands were 
incorporated into an FFR. As part of this EIS process, BLM 
must fully examine removing those lands from the FFR 
sacrifice zone area. 

WWP086 Opinion noted.  Pasture 5 of the the Joint allotment was always 
used in conjunction with the Ferris FFR pasture 1.  No fence 
ever separated the two pastures; the same permittee runs in 
both allotments and to clarify the management the BLM better 
described the affected environment by deliniating this with on 
page 103 of the EIS.  
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In Madriaga allotment, BLM describes a hot wire fence. 
Was any NEPA ever conducted on the hot wire fence? We 
do not recall seeing any. This fence must be removed as part 
of the EIS, and diligent herding and large-scale de-stocking 
must be applied. Such fencing interferes with wildlife use, 
concentrates livestock harmfully into smaller areas with 
more intensive damage and exploitation resulting in new 
weed zones and erosion sites result, etc.? Plus, electric 
fencing can be even harder for birds and bats to detect than 
barbed wire fencing, and this imposes a lethal and injurious 
hazard to wildlife, as well as in the case of big game likely 
driving animals entirely out of their habitats where this 
shocking fence is placed – and cutting them off from water, 
forage, seasonal use of habitats, etc.  There was never any 
carrying capacity study conducted on this, either – was 
there? If so, please provide it. How ahs this fencing 
contributed to the burgeoning weedlands in Madriaga? 

WWP087 See BLM response to WWP065.  

Rats Nest discussion shows that no rest occurred  - even 
though apparently it was supposed to be occurring. Isn’t this 
allotment part of the wild horse HMA? While BLM has been 
blaming horses for all manner of damage, levels of grazing 
found by BLM to be harmful have been allowed to continue. 
This shows that the cattle grazing has not been controlled – 
and the horses and native wildlife – have certainly suffered. 
We strongly urge BLM to reject any combination of Rats 
Nest with Alkali-Wildcat – it is likely to be sacrificed even 
worse if combined – and has important separate values – for 
sage-grouse and is in the HMA. BLM must fully consider 
closing this allotment, too, in order to protect it from further 
degradation, and since the permittees failed to follow the 
required schedule and damage has occurred. 

WWP088 Opinion noted. See BLM response to WWP065. 
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In Sands Basin, also in an HMA, use schedules that were 
supposed to be followed have been ignored. The EIS p. 35 
does not reveal if the use cap by pastures shown in Table 
ALT-1.21 was actually followed, or not. Please add use by 
pasture to Table ALT-1.22 

WWP089 See BLM response to WWP065.  Animal Unit Months by 
allotment and pasture are available in Appendix B of the EIS. 

Please explain why the dry cows or yearlings only in fall. Is 
it because they have a much lower forage demand and water 
use than cows nursing calves? So doesn't this mean that the 
stocking calculations – based on a generic AUM – are way 
off? Recent Declarations in CHL/Garat claim cattle now 
weigh 1100 pounds. Yet the stocking in the MFP days – 
which was largely carried forward in the RMP – was based 
on 800 bs. Per acre, was it not? Bigger cows also means 
worse trampling impacts, more manure and more water 
demands in this water-limited area. 

WWP090 The BLM permitted dry cows in the fall as described in 
Alternative 1 for the Sands Basin allotment those effects are 
described in Chapter 3 by resource in the EIS. Opinion noted. 
See BLM response to WWP065.   

How many of these livestock operations calve on public 
lands? Please clearly lay this out, and forbid this practice 
(and sheep lambing as well), as it provides a subsidy for 
mesopredators and nest and egg predators, may result in 
much more intensive human disturbance, and also may 
result in even more manic supplement feeding to try to keep 
the cows alive on these depleted ranges. 

WWP091 Opinion noted. See BLM response to WWP065. 

Supplement use is a symptom of a greatly depleted range.  
Massive amounts of this substance are being fed – resulting 
in an artificial inflation of the stocking rate far above the 
carrying capacity of the land. BLM must describe in detail 
how much of this use has been occurring, where, the adverse 
impacts, the degree to which it has promoted wed invasions, 
and the agency must act to ban this practice in this EIS 
process. 

WWP092 Opinion noted.  The BLM has used salt and supplements for 
livestock as an ongoing part of grazing management and have 
placed restrictions on where It can be used see Boise District 
Terms and Conditions common to all grazing alternatives on 
page 20 of the Group 2 EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-
0014-EIS.  The effects of these actions are a part of Chapter 3 
effects sections by resource. 
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In Soda Creek, like nearly all the other allotments, the 
existing decision has been woefully violated. How many of 
the Decisions referred to here prior to the late 1990s ever 
had NEPA conducted on them? How about the battery of 
fencing that has resulted in all the crazy carving up the 
landscape? How about all the water facilities that have been 
incrementally placed – further promoting depletion?  

WWP093 Opinion noted. See BLM response to WWP065. 

In Trout Creek, Trout Creek/Lequerica, the grazing system 
on paper has not been followed. So in virtually all the 
allotments, there has been a highly uncertain and largely 
unregulated manner of grazing of the public lands. Yet BLM 
proposes, based on the old out-dated assessments and flawed 
range paradigms, in several of these very important 
allotments to pretty much let the grazing operation off the 
hook for any significant grazing change in some alternatives.   

WWP094 Opinion noted. See BLM response to WWP065. 

The EIS fails to examine conditions inside vs. outside 
exclosures (while taking into account to what degree 
exclosures may have been trespassed in the past) in order to 
provide a comparison of improvement of soils, microbiotic 
crusts, native vegetation communities, wildlife habitats, 
watershed processes, riparian and aquatic processes. 
Wouldn't this be a much better barometer of the many 
adverse ecological impacts of grazing on rangeland health 
than the highly flawed and self-serving NRCS Ecosites that 
rely on erroneous and greatly outdated fire 
return/disturbance intervals, and other incorrect information? 

WWP095 Monitoring information using exclosures for comparing grazed 
and ungrazed areas was not available. The best available 
science, including recognition of conflicting science with 
rationale why conflicting science may not have been used, is 
included throughout the EIS.  Although the most current 
vegetation inventories for public rangelands in the Owyhee 
Field Office are approximately 30 years old, those data remain 
valid for sagebrush steppe vegetation types that change slowly. 
Those data were used as a reference to past ecological 
condition and supplemented land health assessments that were 
the basis for determinations which identified the need to 
modifying terms and conditions of grazing permits as 
appropriate to implement proper grazing management 
practices. Vegetation inventory information used in the 
preliminary DEIS remain the best available information and 
not replaced or modified in the FEIS. 
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As part of this process, BLM must fully consider removing 
livestock from large areas in each allotment or watershed, so 
that these lands can serve as reference areas, as well as 
refugia for native species where they and their habitats are 
not disturbed by livestock. This must be accompanied by 
significant reductions in any pastures or areas that continue 
to be grazed. 

WWP096 Opinion noted.  See BLM response to WWP 078.  The BLM 
considers a reasonable range of alternatives including a no 
grazing alternative. 

Given limited budgets, the permits must be written that it is 
the rancher's responsibility to comply with mandatory use 
standards, and BLM must set up its own schedule to 
periodically monitor in order to help bring about 
compliance. Exceedances/violations must result in 
significant reductions in stocking and higher standards in 
following years. 

WWP097 Opinion noted. Compliance issues are outside the scope of this 
process.  See BLM response to WWP078. 

BLM needs to place the block of time from March 1 to mid-
June off-limits to cows/sheep across this landscape.  

WWP098 Opinion noted. See BLM response to WWP078. 

BLM must provide much more detailed information about 
Exchange of use – for all pastures and all allotments. We are 
greatly concerned that with unfenced state sections or 
private lands, the permittees may stock double or triple the 
number on public lands – because they can get away with it 
under the lax state system or on private lands. Thus, since 
there are no fences between state and BLM lands, the BLM 
lands will suffer de facto increased stocking far beyond their 
carrying capacity. Please provide detailed information on 
this. 

WWP100 As per 4130.6-1(a) "An exchange-of-use grazing agreement 
may be issued to an applicant who owns or controls lands that 
are unfenced and intermingled with public lands in the same 
allotment when use under such an agreement will be in 
harmony with the management objectives for the allotment 
and will be compatible with the existing livestock 
operations..." 

How could BLM accept these applications and consider 
them full-fledged alternatives, when “Other Terms and 
Conditions” shows they contain minimal, haphazard 
provisions, conflict with one another in the provisions they 
do contain, and area general nightmare of loose, uncertain 

WWP101 BLM received the applications from permittees as porposed 
and are fully analyzed in Alternative 2 of the EIS. 
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and virtually no management of public lands in any way 
other than to maximize benefit for privately owned 
livestock. 

How many of these allotments are sub-leased? What cattle 
brands are run on the Chipmunk Association permits? Who 
are the parties these cattle belong to? This information is 
necessary to understand claims of economic impact, to 
understand potential state or private land weed infestations 
that may be transported onto public lands under the loose, 
uncertain and completely lacking in weed controls livestock 
grazing and trailing schemes.  

WWP102 Current livestock management is available in Alternative 1 
description and the affected environment including the 
specialist reports.  Full analysis of weeds and the effects of the 
Alternatives is in Chapter 3 of the EIS. 

Chipmunk: Early use conflicts with sage-grouse and other 
sensitive species needs. Use periods and stocking and the 
battery of fences conflict with wild horse herd needs. 
Closing gates in the HMA pens and concentrates horses 
artificially into small pastures, cuts off bands, etc. and 
impedes the wild and free roaming nature of the horse herds, 
as well as interfering with wild horse use of seasonal ranges. 
Removal of fence impediments to horse use within and 
between the allotments in the HMAs is essential- as 
incessant OHV use has driven horses out of several of the 
lower elevation areas of their range.  

WWP103 Analysis of impacts to wild horses from each alternative is 
outlined in Sections 3.12.2-3.12.6.  Removal of range 
improvements was not considered in this EIS for reasons 
stated in Section 2.4. 

Plus OHV use and gate problems can result in pushing 
horses outside HMAs – and instead of BLM actively moving 
them back into HMAs like used to be done before the 
scorched earth current (Bush-Obama) BLM horse program 
leaders took over, BLM must do as it has done in the past – 
move horses outside the HMAs back inside the HMAs. 

WWP104 Thank you for your comment. 
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We are appalled that BLM would accept the sheep operator 
application that would impose 1600 “additional sheep” “as 
along as season of use and AUMs are not exceeded”. What 
in the world does this mean? Sage grouse, nesting migratory 
songbirds, small mammals, recreational users will be 
swamped with the extreme disturbance of hordes of disease-
bearing domestic sheep, packs of herding dogs, herders, 
predator killing mayhem, etc. This application treats the 
public lands like a sacrifice areas feedlot, and should have 
been rejected immediately, rather than coddled into an 
alternative, as BLM has done with all of these.  

WWP105 Opinion Noted. Please see disclosure to effects of this 
alternative in Chapter 3 EIS. 

Why is BLM not considering removing allotment boundary 
and other fencing –including to benefit sage-grouse, horses, 
big game, recreational uses – in all of these very small 
allotments to benefit sage-grouse, in the Sands Basin HMA, 
and in any combination of allotments with Wild Rat? 

WWP106 BLM's considered alternatives with range improvements but 
eliminated them from detailed study in section 2.4 of the EIS 
due to time limitations and funding. No new project 
construction or reconstruction is considered within any 
alternative of this NEPA document. In addition, no juniper 
treatments, active restoration of seedings or plant 
communities, or removal of range improvements, including 
water developments or fences will be analyzed. Regarding 
consideration for additional range projects, from the outset of 
this process, BLM has clearly communicated during permittee 
meetings in 2012 that new range projects would not be 
included in these grazing permit renewals. In these meetings, 
BLM communicated that it would not be possible to use range 
projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards and land-use 
plan objectives because inadequate time existed to complete 
both the pre-NEPA project layout and design and the required 
pre-surveys and clearances that are necessary to allow for an 
adequate NEPA analysis of site-specific impacts associated 
with new range projects. Analysis of consequences of any new 
project construction or reconstruction may be addressed 
through a separate NEPA analysis and will not be included in 
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this EIS. 

Who wrote the nonsense on page 42 about “the initial 
conservative stocking density of 20 acres is sufficient to 
meet the forage demands on all but the most extreme 
drought years”. However, it is entirely inadequate to manage 
cheatgrass production … TNR may be utilized by increasing 
the number of AUMs of grazing use to: 1) reduce fuel loads, 
2) decrease the competitive seedbank, shift spring/summer 
grazing away from perennial bunchgrass. Thus, at the 
request of the permittee, TNR use may be approved for up to 
100 percent of the existing active permitted use”. BLM 
should have rejected this application. 

WWP107 Opinion Noted. Please see disclosure to effects of this 
alternative in Chapter 3 EIS. 

Jackson states “66% of surface area won't be grazed during 
sage-grouse nesting seasons”. What does that mean? 

WWP108 The BLM interpreted this to mean that only 33 percent of the 
allotment will be in use at any given time during nesting for 
sage grouse.  Please see disclosure of effects of this alternative 
in Chapter 3 Effects by resource. 

In consideration of Alt 2 (EIS at 113) BLM claims that “Alt 
2 proposals would maintain the existing conditions of 
vegetation communities”. This is simply NOT the case. 
BLM admits that invasive species are increasing, it now 
relegates entire pastures, and tries to relegate an entire 
allotment (Elephant Butte) to “annual grassland”. The 
current grazing is KILLING the values of the public lands, 
not maintaining them. 

WWP109 Alternative 2 is the "Permittee Application," which in most 
cases is a continuation of current management.  Although the 
analysis on page 113 of the EIS accurately concludes that a 
continuation of the current management would continue the 
current trend/condition of the resource, the wording has been 
clarified to be more clear to the reader.  For example, if the 
site had improving vegetative conditions, a continuation of the 
management would continue to improve vegetative conditions 
until potential for that management was reached.  In contrast, 
if a site had decreasing vegetative conditions, a continuation of 
the management would continue to decrease vegetative 
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conditions until the vegetation conditions reached a point that 
the management was no longer affecting the site. 

Stochastic events alone will prevent any “maintenance” of 
current conditions under Alt. 2. For example – drought, 
which this EIS greatly ignores. The allotments are not Petri 
dishes in a closed lab environment, yet the EIS analysis, and 
unfortunately the conclusions that are drawn, are structured 
as if they were. 

WWP110 Thank you for your comment. We note that stochastic events 
are those of a random, unforeseeable, and unplannable nature, 
and the BLM tries to avoid forecasting the effects of stochastic 
events for this reason. We stand by the EIS analysis and 
conclusions. 

Plus, we remind BLM that in the Trout Creek, Trout 
Creek/Lequerica, Jackson, Soda and others, there has been 
an increase in elk. Under even the “range” view, that must 
be taken into account as BLM divvies up the forage pie. 

WWP111 Big games species (elk, mule deer, antelope, bighorn sheep) 
are known to occur within the Owyhee's (Section 3.6.1, page 
219). Improving upland and riparian habitat conditions will 
benefit these species. 

We agree with BLM (at 113) where it states that removal of 
Terms and Conditions of the Stipulated settlement would 
have a negative impact. So why did the agency go on to 
consider an alternative that includes this stripping of T&C? 

WWP112 Specifically associated with the proposals under Alternative 2 
and where Standards are not being met, if the terms and 
conditions are removed and current livestock grazing 
management isnt addressed, signifcant progress towards 
meeting the standrads would not be expected. 

In all grazing alternatives (3,4 others and others must be 
developed): All allotments must have strong mandatory 
measurable use standards applied to protect riparian and 
upland areas. See WWP alternative as an example of 
measures. These must be applied as triggers for livestock 
removal. They must apply to all riparian and upland areas to 
prevent damage in order to fulfill the requirements of the 
RMP. 

WWP113 The BLM considers alternatives that protect ripaian and 
upland areas equivelant to WWP proposal.  EIS No. DOI-
BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS includes analysis through a 
reasonable range of alternatives supported with specialist 
reports, evaluations, and determinations for each of the Group 
2 allotments associated with these grazing permit renewals. 
Furthermore, BLM has met its requirements in accordance 
with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy. Specifically in 
regards to taking a hard look, in accordance with the BLM 
NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, which defines a hard look as “a 
reasoned analysis containing quantitative or detailed 
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qualitative information”, the Group 2 EIS analysis includes 
qualitative and quantitative information to support an adequate 
NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the Group 2 
allotments. Additionally, the EIS includes a hard look analysis 
in compliance with other BLM Policy including Instruction 
Memorandums WO-IM-99-039, WO-IM-99-149, WO-IM-
2000-022 Change 1, WO-IM-2001-062, and ID-IM-2011-045. 

Baxter Basin –An entire pasture now is a medusahead hell 
hole, and invasive species threaten the others, too including 
even the riparian zone. Yet BLM proposes a mere 3% 
change in livestock numbers and “rest” one year out of 3. 
BLM must sharply reduce numbers, or remove livestock 
altogether to prevent the other pastures from increasingly 
being infested with invasive species. This is especially the 
case because right now – Pasture 3 gets used every year – 
with rest rotation, more use will be heaped into pastures that 
are grazed while other are rested -  AUMs must be cut 
substantially. 

WWP114 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment. 

Blackstock Springs is on the verge of large-scale weed 
domination. Rest and much more significant cuts are needed. 
This system has no rest at all, and continues harmful spring 
grazing. Why is “rest” a good idea in Baxter, but not in 
Blackstock – perhaps because a lot more AUMs would need 
to be reduced. Plus this continues spring, summer and fall 
use on severely degraded springs, seeps and riparian areas. 
Several of the riparian areas are on the verge of significant 
drying further head-cutting, and permanent loss of potential 
to provide herbaceous forb mesic vegetation required by 
sage-grouse broods. 

WWP115 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment. 
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In Cow Creek, much more significant rest is needed, and an 
end to all spring/early summer grazing – to protect against 
invasive species, and to protect breeding periods for sage-
grouse and other sensitive species. 

WWP116 Opinion noted.  Thank you for your comment. The EIS 
considers site specific information as described in Chapter 3 
Affected Environment of the EIS and Specialist reports in the 
project record.  EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS 
includes analysis through a reasonable range of alternatives 
supported with specialist reports, evaluations, and 
determinations for each of the Group 2 allotments associated 
with these grazing permit renewals. Furthermore, BLM has 
met its requirements in accordance with NEPA, APA, 
FLPMA, and BLM policy. Specifically in regards to taking a 
hard look, in accordance with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-
1790-1, which defines a hard look as “a reasoned analysis 
containing quantitative or detailed qualitative information”, 
the Group 2 EIS analysis includes qualitative and quantitative 
information to support an adequate NEPA analysis for 
renewing grazing permits in the Group 2 allotments. 
Additionally, the EIS includes a hard look analysis in 
compliance with other BLM Policy including Instruction 
Memorandums WO-IM-99-039, WO-IM-99-149, WO-IM-
2000-022 Change 1, WO-IM-2001-062, and ID-IM-2011-045. 

Elephant Butte. This does not discuss the impacts of harmful 
winter grazing on native Poas that green up with fall 
moisture. 

WWP117 Winter grazing is disclosed on page 109 of the EIS. 
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BLM is required under the Owyhee RMP not only to protect 
sensitive species and their habitats (ensure that management 
for special status species and habitats will increase or 
maintain populations at levels where their existence is no 
longer threatened and there is no need for listing under the 
ESA.  
BLM is also to conduct management based on many other 
resource constraints, including: 
SOIL 1: Improve unsatisfactory and maintain satisfactory 
watershed health/condition on all areas.  
• SOIL 2: Achieve stabilization of current, and prevent the 
potential for future, localized accelerated Soil erosion 
problems (particularly on stream banks, roads, and trails).  
BLM is also bound by the RMP: 
•MGMT ACTIONS: Implement grazing practices that 
during and at the end of the grazing season provide adequate 
amounts of ground cover (determined on an ecological site 
basis) to support proper infiltration, maintain soil moisture, 
stabilize soils, and maintain site productivity. 
BLM has not shown that this will occur in these lands. 

WWP118 BLM uses the permit renewal process to identify where 
management constraints for resources, including soils, need to 
be applied. Where standards for upland watersheds are 
meeting, such as within 13 of the Chipmunk Group allotments 
(Section of the 3.4.1. and Table SOIL-1 of the DEIS), ORMP 
standards comply. Where ORMP standards do not meet, the 
BLM is putting in place management practices that would 
maintain or improve soil resources. 
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VEGE 1: Improve unsatisfactory and maintain satisfactory 
vegetation health/condition on all areas.  
To do this, BLM is to: 
MGMT ACTIONS: Implement grazing practices that during 
and at the end of the grazing season provide adequate 
amounts of ground cover (determined on an ecological site 
basis) to support proper infiltration, maintain soil moisture, 
stabilize soils, and maintain site productivity.  
• Implement grazing practices that improve or maintain 
native rangeland species to attain composition, density, 
foliar cover and vigor appropriate to site potential.  
BLM has not shown that this will occur, in these lands 
greatly vulnerable to weed invasion where in many cases 
larger statured grasses are replaced with Sandberg bluegrass, 
or even the increasing largely unpalatable exotic bulbous 
bluegrass and a plague of annual grass weeds. 
This Alternative falls short of complying with the RMP. 
Much more significant reductions in livestock are necessary, 
and riparian and other standards must be applied as triggers 
for livestock removal, and these must apply to all springs, 
seeps and meadows as well. 

WWP119 See BLMs response to WWP116 for reasonable range of 
alternatives. 

Why isn't Baxter Basin in Table 4.1, and why is BLM not 
considering ANY reduction in this medusahead-infested 
allotment – medusahead dominating the flats means that the 
sustainable perennial forage in areas actually grazed by cows 
is pretty much eliminated.  

WWP120 See BLMs response to WWP116 for reasonable range of 
alternatives.  The BLM considered alternatives1-3 and 6 as a 
reasonable range of alternatives for the Baxter Basin 
Allotment. 

The same applies to Trout Creek, Trout Creek Lequerica, 
and some others. They are Missing from the Table in the EIS 
– is BLM proposing to just give these a “pass”?  

WWP121 See BLMs response to WWP116 and  WWP120. 
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The comparison of the social and economic values of the 
proposed alternatives should demonstrate a clear 
understanding and consideration of the conflicts between 
continued grazing and other uses of the public lands. The 
BLM must provide a more thorough analysis of the social 
and economic values of different livestock grazing levels in 
the DEIS allotments that considers these conflicts. This 
analysis must consider administrative costs of a grazing 
policy, economic benefits from recreation where grazing is 
reduced or eliminated, and the cost of negative 
environmental consequences of livestock grazing in the area. 
Disappointingly, the DEIS calculates economic and social 
values based almost exclusively on potential profits or lost 
profits of buying and selling cattle.  

WWP122 This comment is inconsistent with the specific facts of the 
local area being analyzed.  There is currently no projected 
increase in recreational use of the decision area connected with 
prospective ecosystem improvements.  Potential local, 
regional, or national economic gains from increased recreation 
use of the area, therefore, are negligible at most.  This is a very 
remote location within which recreational opportunities are 
already being encouraged and supported.  Increased use by 
HOVs (a predominant form of recreation in the area) would be 
detrimental to ecosystem health and should not be encouraged.  
There is no documented conflict between livestock grazing 
and recreation or other uses of the area at the present time.  
Livestock usage of forage in the allotments being evaluated is 
not a limiting factor for wildlife within the area.  Other than 
grazing, only minimal potential economic value of ecosystems 
services was found in a survey of prospective values.  National 
trends and/or statistics must be applied within the local context 
in order to have any meaning and should not be generalized to 
the project area. 

The administrative costs of public lands grazing are often 
underestimated, and not even considered in the DEIS. 
Considering only direct costs, BLM range management costs 
in 2011 totaled $77.3 million, while income from grazing 
fees was only $4.5 million, leaving a net deficit to the U.S. 
Treasury was $72.8 million.  This loss on federal grazing 
programs fails to consider indirect costs, such as 
administration of the range program. Estimates of those 
indirect costs rise well over $100 million.  The economic 
calculation in the DEIS ignores potential administrative cost 
savings from reduced grazing. Decreased grazing would 
save the BLM costs associated with environmental analysis, 
litigation, grazing permit administration, predator control, 

WWP123 Grazing fees are set by Congressional action and are not 
within the decision parameters of this EIS.  Each aspect of this 
comment is focused on points that are outside the scope of this 
EIS.  It also fails to acknowledge increases in administrative 
costs associated with corresponding increases in alternative 
uses of the study area. Congress determines the annual 
appropriations provided to the BLM to manage numerous 
programs, including livestock grazing and recreation; the costs 
of these programs are not considered during the grazing permit 
renewal process. 
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weed spraying, and costly efforts to preserve species harmed 
by grazing. 

Agricultural statistics often overestimate the value of public 
lands ranching to local economies. The number of 
permittees and full-time ranchers is often extremely inflated. 
In fact, “the elimination of all public lands livestock grazing 
would result in a loss of 18,300 jobs in agriculture and 
related industries across the entire West, or approximately 
0.1 percent of the West's total employment.”  For further 
information on the significance of federal public lands 
grazing to employment and economies in the West 
generally, see Thomas Power’s article, Taking Stock of 
Public Lands Grazing: An Economic Analysis.  The 
Proposed Owyhee RMP and FEIS showed a net gain of 3 
jobs for selected Alternative E. The variance between 
alternatives was only from 7 jobs gained to 6 jobs lost. 
(Proposed Owyhee RMP and FEIS , July 1999, Summary at 
S-4). Thus, BLM’s research shows the less than major 
impact of alternative scenarios on job loss. However, the 
DEIS’s misleading comparison of the social and economic 
values of each alternative ignores these employment facts, 
and ignores the costs of livestock grazing. 

WWP124 The analysis in the DEIS does not specify the number of jobs 
gained or lost as a result of the management changes outlined 
in this document. As WWP states in their comment, livestock 
grazing in Owyhee County does not support a large number of 
jobs. In lieu of this, the BLM provided an analysis of the 
economic value of an AUM to the local economy, based on 
data included in the Darden et al analysis. In addition, the 
number of jobs affected does not equate to overall economic 
impact. The increase or decrease in the number of jobs is not 
the salient fact in this analysis.  Labeling the DEIS's 
comparison as misleading is misleading in and of itself.  BLM 
used current usage and permitee data on the allotments being 
analyzed.  Nothing has been inflated. 
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The DEIS insufficiently considers a number of significant 
elements in the calculation of costs and benefits to 
permittees and local economies. Several of these permits are 
held by grazing associations, complicating the process of 
determining costs to permittees. Yet the DEIS makes no 
acknowledgement of this situation. Additionally, many of 
the permittees have permits in other allotments, in Idaho and 
Oregon. Thus, an analysis of the economic impacts to these 
permittees would require consideration of these operations. 
Due to these complexities, it is very difficult to determine 
whose livestock are actually being grazed, or the relative 
importance of the livestock to the finances of their owner. 
The BLM must explain how it accounts for these issues.  

WWP125 See the response to comment CGA55. There are various 
indicators we could have used to determine SE impacts. We 
chose the indicator of $/AUM value to the community 

Often, public lands recreation provides far more economic 
benefit to local communities than livestock grazing. 
Improved environmental conditions that would result from 
decreased grazing would likely create more jobs and 
economic development related to outdoor recreation such as 
hiking, camping, fishing, hunting, and the associated 
benefits to restaurants, hotels, convenience stores, and other 
in the area. A 2011 Department of Interior study stated that 
“[r]ecreation visits to Interior-managed lands in the 
contiguous United States, Hawaii, and Alaska in 2011 
supported over 403,000 jobs and about $48.7 billion in 
economic contributions to the communities and regions 
surrounding Interior-managed land.”  The DEIS’s 
comparison of proposed alternatives ignores the economic 
significance of recreation, an economic benefit that would 
increase with improved land conditions from decreased 
grazing.  

WWP126 The impacts to recreation are addressed in the DEIS section 
3.8. The figures provided in this comment are not specific to 
Idaho or Owyhee County, and they include all lands managed 
by the Department of Interior, not just the BLM, so they are 
not applicable to the discussion of impacts in this DEIS. It is 
unknown exactly how much recreation would change in 
response to grazing management changes in the Group 2 
allotments; however, despite the presence of grazing, which 
has been relatively consistent over the past 10 years, 
recreationists continue to visit lands in Owyhee County and 
show no signs of stopping. As noted in the vegetation and 
recreation sections of the DEIS, halting or reducing grazing on 
the Group 2 allotments would have some benefit to the 
landscape, but drastic changes could take many years or even 
decades, and the BLM is not able to quantify how recreation 
could change in response. Therefore, assessing the economic 
value of changes in recreation with changes in grazing 
management is not feasible at this time. 
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The DEIS social and economic values analysis fails to 
address the costs of environmental degradation. For 
instance, the DEIS states that the no grazing alternative 
(Alternative 6) would present a cumulative loss of $20 
million over ten years. (DEIS at 67). This calculation 
ignores costly environmental degradation. It fails to 
calculate the value lost from negative environmental impacts 
to water quality and quantity, aquatic species habitat, 
riparian and upland wildlife habitat quality and quantity, and 
native vegetation. Unsustainable grazing practices proposed 
in the DEIS could lead to species loss throughout the area. 
While the specialist reports show that larger native grasses 
are being replaced by smaller less productive grasses and 
weeds, the DEIS also fails to address the potential for further 
exotic species and weed expansions, the costs associated 
with weeds and flammable invasive species, and the 
resulting potential for species loss. The viability of wildlife 
and rare plant populations and the cost to protect and 
preserve them in the face of chronic grazing degradation 
demands BLM’s attention. If the BLM is to rise to its calling 
as land administrator for the public, the beauty and intrinsic 
value of the land, as described by Aldo Leopold, must also 
be addressed.   

WWP127 Modeling of wind and water erosion for the region showed 
minimal to zero impact to uplands from grazing given current 
ecological conditions.  There is some impact to riparian areas 
within the study area from grazing, but there are riparian areas 
that are currently excluded from grazing and that are being 
improved and preserved as wildlife habitat.  The study area 
was heavily impacted by overgrazing in the early 1900s and 
has been improving in ecological condition since grazing 
associations were first formed.  To be considered as legitimate 
alternatives, all of the action alternatives were requried to meet 
the purpose and need of the decision.  Each action alternative, 
therefore, is expected to continue the upward treand in 
ecosystem conditions. 

This reveals that there is no current ESI. The ESI info that 
exists and that BLM relies upon is from 30 years ago, long 
before the massive weed infestations occurred. Thus, there is 
no current basis at all for understanding production, 
sustainable use, and applying a stocking rate in 2013 in a 
landscape where sustainable perennial forage is vanishing 
with each passing year of irreversible bulbous bluegrass, 
medusahead, cheatgrass, and now Africa grass – invasion. 
Plus there is also an unidentified exotic thistle in many areas 

WWP128 There is no recent ESI on these allotments.  However, 
ecological site descriptions and other monitoring 
data/information was used to compare current vegetative 
conditions with expected vegetative conditions. 
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in the uplands. (Cheri Howell Humboldt-Toiyabe Forest 
botanist communication to Fite over this thistle that is now 
sweeping many areas of the uplands of the Chipmunk 
allotments).  

A much better baseline needs to be established related to 
how the horses use the landscape, and the conflicts of 
grazing use and periods and manner of use with wild horses. 
The EIS does not adequately describe the Hardtrigger HMA, 
all the fencing, all the conflicts of the greatly overstocked 
and highly degraded Hardtrigger and other lands. BLM must 
manage for a thriving natural ecological balance. 

WWP129 Analysis of alternatives and current conditions for wild horses 
is explained in Section 3.12 of the EIS. 

There is no date or other vital information provided on the 
limited information on riparian areas in Table RIPN-1. 
There is no information on springs and seeps provided here. 
Is this still the old Montana consultant info – circa 1999? 
What PFC info was collected inside exclosures? 

WWP130 Table RIPN-1 is intended as a summary of PFC condition 
information relevant for the cumulative effects.  Detail of the 
issues associated with each condition rating begin on page 
160. 
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The CIAA is far too small. BLM plans massive destruction 
and deforestation of the very important mature and old 
growth juniper communities in the Pole Creek and Trout 
Springs allotments – dealing a great and tragic blow to 
northern goshawk, hermit thrush, black-throated gray 
warbler, wintering Townsend’s solitaires and robins, etc. 
This disturbance will spur medusahead and other invasive 
species engulfing many thousands more acres. There was 
significant mining era deforestation in the Owyhee 
Mountains, and this must be taken into account when trying 
to understand the naturally occurring climax native 
vegetation community and in a full examination of the GLO 
historical survey records across the Owyhee Field Office – 
which is desperately needed to get at the truth about the 
natural extent of western juniper as the climax vegetation 
community. 

WWP131 Opinion noted.  Please see EIS Section 3.3.2.8 Cumulative 
impacts analysis area and rational for developing the CIAA 
area. 

It appears that BLM’s Table CMLV-1 fails to consider the 
large-scale recent loss of leks and sagebrush in adjacent 
Oregon –including in the Cow and Succor watersheds. 
Further trying to analyze this patchwork of allotments based 
on watersheds makes no sense – as the streams are small, 
populations of aquatic species are entirely disconnected, 
there are often large blocks of private and state lands, there 
are significant watershed areas in OR, and Idaho BLM is not 
even analyzing all the allotments it manages – like 
Rockville, others. 

WWP132 CE analyze impacts on all land ownership types.  For the 
purposes of the stream networks and potential impacts within 
the CEAA from the propsed action and alternative; the 
watersheds were used. 
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Table CMLV-2. This table provides no valid baseline. It 
lumps together “past, present and foreseeable” reservoirs, 
troughs, etc.  – without even differentiating which is which- 
or the number in the whole landscape. Or their relation to 
PPH, important seasonal habitats, the degree to which they 
are promoting weed invasion, etc. we are very concerned 
that BLM may be purposefully segmenting analysis of slew 
of additional range projects the ranchers may seek – rather 
than removal of projects. If BLM can identify “foreseeable” 
projects, then it certainly can in this Chipmunk process 
identify many projects for removal to protect watersheds, 
sensitive species, recreationalists, to reduce weed invasion 
rates, etc. 

WWP133 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment  .BLM's 
considered alternatives with range improvements but 
eliminated them from detailed study in section 2.4 of the EIS 
due to time limitations and funding. No new project 
construction or reconstruction is considered within any 
alternative of this NEPA document. In addition, no juniper 
treatments, active restoration of seedings or plant 
communities, or removal of range improvements, including 
water developments or fences will be analyzed. Regarding 
consideration for additional range projects, from the outset of 
this process, BLM has clearly communicated during permittee 
meetings in 2012 that new range projects would not be 
included in these grazing permit renewals. In these meetings, 
BLM communicated that it would not be possible to use range 
projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards and land-use 
plan objectives because inadequate time existed to complete 
both the pre-NEPA project layout and design and the required 
pre-surveys and clearances that are necessary to allow for an 
adequate NEPA analysis of site-specific impacts associated 
with new range projects. Analysis of consequences of any new 
project construction or reconstruction may be addressed 
through a separate NEPA analysis and will not be included in 
this EIS. 

The potential of the drainages and most ephemeral, 
intermittent or perennial water areas to support 
mesic vegetation required by sage-grouse broods, or willows 
or other riparian shrubs and trees required by nesting 
migratory songbirds is not examined. A reader of the EA is 
not informed if stock ponds are dug into springs, or if they 
plug flows in drainages, or how stock ponds or water 
developments may sharply limit the potential extent of mesic 
brood rearing habitats, for example. 

WWP134 In the Water Resources and Riparian/Wetland Areas section, 
when and where information was available regarding whether 
or not springs are develped was disclosed.  The PFC condition 
rating is presented. 
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Given the 2013 presence of invasive exotic species, it is 
clear that a crisis exists. Continued large-scale livestock 
grazing and trailing disturbance will cause irreparable weed 
invasion harm. One of the purposes of ACEC designation 
under FLPMA is to prevent irreparable harm. The situation 
at hand in the chipmunk allotment cries out for immediate 
integrated management under a sagebrush ACEC, but BLM 
fails to even consider this. 

WWP135 Designation of a new ACEC is a land use planning-level 
decision that would require an amendment to the existing 
Owyhee RMP. The BLM is not in the position to include an 
ACEC RMP amendment in this permit renewal process. 
Grazing authorization renewal is an implementation-level 
decision that does not involve changes to an RMP.  

The EIS lands provide habitat for numerous other sensitive 
terrestrial species in addition to 
sage-grouse, as well as rare aquatic biota. BLM provides 
only cursory analysis. BLM did not establish an adequate 
environmental baseline for the quality, quantity, degree of 
fragmentation, status of populations, to understand effects of 
its alternative actions. BLM provides no current surveys, or 
information to determine areas of the allotments currently 
occupied by the pygmy rabbit and many other sensitive 
species –or sites where the may be extirpated. It does not 
examine habitat quality and quantity, or identify areas to 
restore this species and connectivity of habitats. 

WWP136 A focal species concept is applied. The greater sage-grouse 
through this analysis serves well as an umbrella species 
because it requires a broad conservation of sagebrush habitat 
attributes. Managing for greater sage-grouse will benefit other 
sagebrush-steppe species such as pygmy rabbit, sage sparrows, 
and sage thrashers, as well other generalist species such as 
mule deer and pronghorn antelope (Section 3.6.1, page209).  

Many other sensitive terrestrial species, including several 
BLM sensitive migratory birds like Brewer’s sparrow, sage 
sparrow, sage thrasher, ferruginous hawk, etc. receive no, or 
minimal, analysis. This violates the RMP, the BLM’s 
sensitive species policy, and NEPA’s hard look requirement.  
BLM cannot minimize harms when it has not even bothered 
to look. 

WWP137 See BLM response to OCC06 and OCC21.  The EIS considers 
site specific information as described in Chapter 3 Affected 
Environment of the EIS and Specialist reports in the project 
record.  EIS No. DOI-BLM-ID-B030-2012-0014-EIS includes 
analysis through a reasonable range of alternatives supported 
with specialist reports, evaluations, and determinations for 
each of the Group 2 allotments associated with these grazing 
permit renewals. Furthermore, BLM has met its requirements 
in accordance with NEPA, APA, FLPMA, and BLM policy. 
Specifically in regards to taking a hard look, in accordance 
with the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1, which defines a 
hard look as “a reasoned analysis containing quantitative or 
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detailed qualitative information”, the Group 2 EIS analysis 
includes qualitative and quantitative information to support an 
adequate NEPA analysis for renewing grazing permits in the 
Group 2 allotments. Additionally, the EIS includes a hard look 
analysis in compliance with other BLM Policy including 
Instruction Memorandums WO-IM-99-039, WO-IM-99-149, 
WO-IM-2000-022 Change 1, WO-IM-2001-062, and ID-IM-
2011-045. In addition to the BLM response to WWP comment 
WWP136, the Columbia spotted frog and the Columbia River 
redband trout were also selected as focal species because 
management of springs, wetlands, and streams for these 
species will provide benefit to other terrestrial, avian, and 
aquatics.  

The EA fails to discuss these critical seasonal habitats in 
much detail at all. The EIS does discuss the PPH, but is 
greatly deficient in addressing the invasive species, and 
habitat loss and fragmentation challenges and crises that 
plague this landscape. 

WWP138 All of the 25 allotments were assessed and evalutated and 
those allotments not meeting Standards 1-8 were identified. 
Allotments identified as not meeting Standard 8 and reason for 
their defincies are discussed in Section 3.6.1.2, page 220. 

This report paints a bleak picture of the status of the rare 
plants in these allotments. We are very concerned that the 
situation may actually be far worse –since much of the 
information is older, and medusahead, bulbous bluegrass 
and other weeds have increased to a very significant degree 
since information was collected. Plus the weeds like 
cheargrass and medusahead have adapted to grow on a 
broader range of soil types, including the more extreme clay 
and other sites that many of the Chipmunk rare plants 
occupy. Plus, BLm makes assumptions that slopes may limit 
trampling. What WP has been observing is that trampling 
occurs at the base or on less steep areas of ash and other 
outcroppings, This then introduces medusahead/cheat – and 
then, once introduced in a significant amount, it further 

WWP139 The Group 2 Special Status Plants Specialist Report under 
Analysis of Methods p 20-22 addresses how calls were made 
based on available information. A combination of standards 
were used to identify ecological helath and whether a plant 
occurrence was considered to be maintaining.  There is an 
assumption of slope limiting livestock trampling in reference 
to Idaho milkvetch.  Idaho milkvetch has no documented 
threats and livestock access is not an issue, given the 
precipitous nature of where this population grows within the 
Jump Creek Canyon ACEC (See p 11 & 12 of G2 Special 
Status Plants Specialist Report). Other special status plants 
specific to ash outcrops have been documented as having 
minimal trampling above the toe slope, likely due to the lack 
of any forage value the barren outcrops provide (see EIS p 
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invades the habitat. 256).  Non-native weeds are present on some toeslopes of 

special status plant sites occurring on ash outcrops (see EIS p 
256) . However, no expansion in observation reports have 
been noted and no specific measurements of weed expansion 
are available in the monitoring data. Trampling of an area is of 
direct concern as a vector for weed seed transport in soils that 
are churned (See Section 3.7.2 Environmental Consequences.  
(Specialist Reports can be acquired by written request to the 
NPR Project manager, Jake Vialpando, ISO) 

Missing from the analyses is what percentage of the 
allotments have actually ever been carefully and 
systematically surveyed for important and sensitive species. 
What areas have been surveyed, and what have not? 

WWP140 Negative survey information (surveys performed with no 
findings) is available via GIS, project record. However, 
because this information is so limited and only recently been 
recorded we do not know total areas surveyed (positive or 
negative). The majority of information on surveys is provided 
on Observation Reports and is generally only a positive survey 
with occupied areas rather than total survey area of potential 
habitat.  

We appreciate the BLM Table in the Rare Plant report 
showing livestock trampling as an impact on these rare 
plants and habitats. Why isn't BLM applying trampling 
standard limitations to all habitats for these rare plants – all 
of which evolved in the absence of large herds of domestic 
livestock that spawn weed invasions! See Mack and 
Thompson (1982). 

WWP141 For special status plant species discussed in this EIS there is 
no scientific research on analyzing trampling impacts. 
Monitoring is highly limited and when it has occurred it has 
not involve any analysis of tramping impacts. The effects of 
trampling are described in the EIS Section 3.7.2. Alternatives 
have been developed at various degrees of impact with a 
general gradient of trampling being limited as one moves from 
Alternative 1 to 6, with Alternative 6 being no impact from 
tramling. Trampling limits are implemented through altering 
season of use, frequency, intensity, and duration (See EIS 
Section Cumulative Effects). 
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Crazily, BLM’s Watershed evaluations are never conducted 
in drainage networks, or on steeper slopes – instead are 
derived from relatively flat upland sites. Thus, BLM cannot 
infer watershed health merely from upland flat soil and 
trend/RHA sites. We have repeatedly brought this to 
Owyhee BLM’s attention. 

WWP142 Thank you for your comment. Also see WWP055 

Review of Map RNGE 1 with the Soil Specialist Report 
illustrates our concerns with the cherry-picked locations of 
trend sites – these are distant from water sources. With the 
exception of a single RHA site in Elephant Butte, the same 
situation is found with the RHAs. 

WWP143 The locations of monitoring sites are intended to reflect on a 
setting that is representative of a large, similar area while still 
being reasonable accessible without intentionally providing for 
a biased sample. Maps RNGE-1 and maps RNGE-2 and 
RNGE-3 show that trend and RHA sites are generally 
distributed across various areas of the pastures/allotments with 
several near or in between water sources. While a balance 
between all sites and traffic patterns need to be strived for, can 
it be assumed that deliberately placing monitoring and 
assessment sites near water sources could also be considered 
“cherry picking”?   

The various ECOL series maps of the Cow Creek sub-group 
shows that NRCS does not recognize western juniper as 
plant community association. 

WWP144 Thank you for your comment. 

BLM must provide a map showing all areas currently 
infested with cheat/medusahead, bulbous bluegrass – at 
various percentages. This must provide part of the critical 
basis for assessing the degree and severity of risk of these 
weeds expanding under continued grazing disturbance that 
BLM very likely proposes to inflict over nearly every acre in 
this landscape. 

WWP145 Although a map was not created to show the location of all 
areas with annual grasses, an extensive description is provided 
in Section 3.3.1. 
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The Veg report, and the arbitrary nature of its analysis, is of 
concern – compared to several other of the specialist reports. 
It often appears to be arbitrary, and decisions are made (such 
as how allotments or pastures are categorized for review 
under the rangeland health standards) that serve to minimize 
significant changes in order to benefit livestock interests. 
Plus it often appears to give far too much weight to remote 
trend site information – which is reflective of areas receiving 
minimal livestock use. 

WWP146 Opinion noted. No decisions are made in the vegetative 
specialist report. 

Baxter Basin - One pasture is evaluated as an annual 
grassland. Yet BLM claims the rangeland health standards 
are met. This is an outrage – BLM proposes to continue 
beating these lands to death until the entire thing becomes a 
weedland – as it makes no reductions in Baxter Basin. There 
is an unknown lek right next to Baxter Basin. 

WWP147 Thank you for your comment. 

BLM does not appear to have adequately factored in current 
RHA sites. 

WWP148 All rangeland health assessments have been adequately 
incorporated into the appropriate rangeland health 
evaluation/determinations and all appropriate affected 
environment and environmental consequences in Section 3 of 
the EIS. 

Elephant Butte – We are dismayed at BLM’s range report 
claiming Elephant Butte is all “annual rangeland”  - when in 
fact BLM admits that a whole pasture contains significant 
native components, and there are significant native 
components in other areas, as well.  

WWP149 Thank you for your comment. 
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Instead of acting to change this, the livestock industry-
biased BLM range report here just writes the whole 
allotment off – even if native pastures remain. THEN if a 
pasture gets beat to death – voila – BLM’s range staff 
proclaim it an annual grassland, and then claim it is meeting 
rangeland health standards (Baxter Basin). This is arbitrary. 
This Vegetation section and the Determination that it is 
based upon must be re-done, with taken to conserve, 
enhance and restore sagebrush habitats care, and not based 
only on using various artifices to minimize impacts to 
livestock interests. 

WWP150 Thank you for your comment. 

Even though various weeds (Africa grass) are increasing, 
and it has no trend data for 2 pastures, BLM magically and 
arbitrarily concludes standard 4 is being met. This is in the 
same landscape where, without any fire, a whole pasture was 
converted to the condition of “annual grassland”. 

WWP151 Opinion noted. Thank you for your comment. 

Info in Appendix C is quite confusing – for example, Alkali-
Wildcat and Rats Nest referring to the maze of confusion 
that would possibly become Wild Rat. 

WWP152 See BLM comment for CGA01. 

Franconi is confusing – is the rancher voluntarily reducing 
AUMs – or what is going on? 

WWP153 No reductions are proposed in Alternative 2 for Franconi 
allotment.  Please see section 2.2 description of Alternative 2 
in the EIS and his full application in Appendix D.   

Appendix E-2 contains a “current” Determination for 17 or 
18 of the allotments. WHAT about the others? Current 
determinations must be made for ALL allotments, based on 
systematically collected current site-specific data. 

WWP154 All determinations are available in the Appendix A.  
Seventeen were determined in 2013 and lumped together in 
one document, the other eight had previously signed 
determinations in separate documents available in Appendix 
A. 

Soda Creek – Springs are described as “most recently” at 
PFC. No date is provided for the “most recently” Is it 2003 – 
the same time as the sage-grouse assessments were 
conducted?  

WWP155 Approximately 50% of the springs were assessed in 2003 and 
the other 50% in 2009.  Dates have been added to the tables in 
the FEIS. 
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BLM only established 2 MIM sites on these, and none on 
springs. No Interested Public involvement, 17 springs were 
assessed (when?)  - and conditions were 7 FAR, 4 NF. What 
about the others? Were they inside exclosures? Where are all 
exclosures, and have they been trespassed?  

WWP156 18 springs were assessed and 16 were in PFC; two were NF.  
The two NF springs were identified as developed with repair 
issues and/or instability- which were disclosed in the EIS.  
MIM sites were chosen based on previously assessed FAR 
streams. 

Cow Creek – Only 6 springs assessed. How many springs, 
seeps, streams across the allotments are going dry? Cow 
creek, East Fork Of Trout creek, 1 spring PFC, 2 FAR, 3 
NF. 2 of the 3 NF are “developed” reservoirs – yet BLM 
makes no effort to change conditions at these potential West 
Nile mosquito haven sites. 

WWP157 Five springs were assessed.  According to the NHD (BLM's 
standard)- there are 5 springs. Therefore, all have been 
assessed.  The NF springs were incorporated into the 
determination that Standards 2 and 3 are not being met in the 
allotment.  The determinations helped establish the resource 
constraints that are a part of Alts 3 and 4. 

WHY does BLM not have information on all Alts in the 
Table – for example, Trout creek Table p. 97? 

WWP158 Table VEG-9 (pages 96-98 EIS): Acres by allotment and 
pasture meeting or not meeting Standards 4, 5 and 6 does have 
information for Trout Creek on page 98; the table is three 
pages long.  The table describes the affected environment 
only. 

EIS p. 136. In discussion of the decline in vegetation 
communities, there needs to be much greater analysis of 
science related to microbiotic crusts, and climate change.  

WWP159 The summary of effects and consequences of grazing on soil 
resources (in section 3.4.2.1) spans from p. 136-140 and needs 
to be viewed as a whole since impacts are interrelated between 
several topics. The discussion under the header “Biological 
Soil Crusts” adequately covers the principals of soil crusts 
that, without doubt, are one of the most important indicators of 
watershed health and overall soil productivity. Soil crusts are 
further discussed under the headers “Soils and Invasive 
Species” and “Trailing”, and are specifically recognized in 
Table SOIL-7 covering seasonal grazing effects.  Climate 
change is addressed under its own header on p. 139 while 
additional rationale is given in Section 2.4 – Alternatives 
considered but eliminated from detailed study (Alt 9). One 
needs to remember that there are volumes of research written 
on biological soils crusts while the topic of climate change is 
an ever evolving subject. With that in mind, section 3.4.2.1 
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will be slightly expanded for the FEIS since it is the intent of 
this summary section to provide scientific background and 
basic concepts of livestock and soil interactions. However, it 
would be beyond the scope of this FEIS to address every 
single aspect in much greater detail.  

Often the Cumulative Effects Areas for Resources are much 
too limited. For example, to understand the cumulative 
effects and threats to and stresses on the native vegetation 
community, BLM must examine the inter-mingled 
allotments and other lands that are not assessed here, as well 
as surrounding lands.  

WWP160 When defining the boundaries for cumulative effects analysis, 
the BLM focuses on the area affected by our proposed action; 
that is, the area where the direct and indirect effects from the 
proposed action are "felt" by the affected resources. The edge 
of the boundary where these effects are no longer felt by the 
affected resources becomes the cumulative effects boundary 
for that resource. It is not practical to analyze the cumulative 
effects of an action on the universe; the list of environmental 
effects must focus on those that are truly meaningful. For 
cumulative effects analysis to help the decision maker and 
inform interested parties, it must be limited through scoping to 
effects that can be evaluated meaningfully. The boundaries for 
evaluating cumulative effects should be expanded to the point 
at which the resource is no longer affected significantly or the 
effects are no longer of interest to affected parties(Considering 
Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (CEQ, January 1977)). 

For the cumulative impacts analysis, the connectivity of 
streams, the loss of springs and seeps, and degrading, 
disruptive and habitat fragmenting activities on state, 
private, and intermingled BLM lands must be carefully 
assessed. Essentially, BLM must lay out the problems faced 
in the springs and stream systems in the watersheds, and 
show all the direct indirect and cumulative concerns/threats. 

WWP161 CE analyze impacts on all land ownership types.  For the 
purposes of the stream networks and potential impacts within 
the CEAA from the propsed action and alternative; the 
watersheds were used. 
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For example, redband trout discussion – pages 211-212, 
indeed populations are depressed – they are also now absent 
from many lengths of streams shown as continuous habitat 
in this mapping (Map WLDL-4). This mapping and the EIS 
analysis is far too general to understand the perilous status of 
these isolated and dis-connected populations, and the danger 
of one or more of the isolated Chipmunk populations 
blinking out over the terms of these permits. Water quality, 
quantity and lengths of perennial flows must be examined in 
much greater detail. 

WWP162 The BLM appreciates WWP's comments. All of the 25 
allotments were assessed and evalutated and those allotments 
not meeting Standards 1-8 were identified. Allotments 
identified as not meeting Standard 8 and reason for their 
defincies are discussed in Section 3.6.1.2. 

The mapping does not show occurrences of CSF, or assess 
impacts of trampling of egg masses, loss of willow cover 
and connectivity of habitats required to move to 
overwintering sites under willow roots, etc. Please review 
the several reports and studies by Janice Engle and others 
documenting highly degraded habitat conditions for CSF in 
the Owyhee uplands. Plus there is the potential for livestock 
to transport chytrid fungus from site to site. 

WWP163 Allotments not meeting riparian habitat Standards 2, 3, and 7 
and fell within the mapped distribution of the Columbia 
spotted frog were flagged as not meeting Standard 8 for this 
species. The results showed that 15 of 25 allotments were not 
meeting Standard 8 for Columbia spotted frog as well as 
Columbia River redband trout (Section 3.6.1.2). Improved 
grazing practices in riparian habitats will benefit this species.  

In discussions of sage-grouse, pages 222-223, the absence of 
perennial grasses is highlighted, and the need for residual 
cover. WHY then, would BLM even consider not attaching a 
requirement for ungrazed stubble height of 7 to 9 inches to 
be maintained at all times  - under ALL alternatives in ALL 
allotments?  

WWP164 Pages 222-223, regarding sage-grouse and the current habitat 
conditions in 20 of 25 allotments. The BLM selected a range 
of 6 alternatives in the DEIS. Resource management 
objectives identified by the Owyhee Resource Management 
Plan and the Idaho Rangeland Health Standards and 
Guidelines for livestock Grazing were used to guide the 
development grazing systems along with varying terms and 
conditions. In the DEIS, the issues were disclosed and the 
impacts of each alternative was analyzed against the current 
condition. 

BLM claims the Chipmunk lands make up less than 25 of 
the CIAA area –so is this referring to the entire Great Basin 
population of grouse? What about the local population that 
is intertwined with neighboring Oregon lands? 

WWP165 The CIAA is identified by the Northern Great Basin 
population of greater sage-grouse that encompasses 5.7 million 
acres of north-central Nevada, southeastern Oregon, and 
southwestern Idaho (Section 3.6.9, page 238)(Map CMLV-2). 
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The 113,045 acres of the Chipmunk allotments makes up 
approximately 2% of the total CIAA (Section 3.6.9.2, page 
247). The CIAA includes cumulative effects to neighboring 
north-central Nevada, southeastern Oregon, and southwestern 
Idaho populations. 

We also note that the Garton analysis was based on info 
from 2007 and prior – and thus did not reflect the full brunt 
of the 2007 Idaho fires, the 2008 NV fires, and much other 
more recent habitat loss. 

WWP166 Wildfire activity from 1960 to fall of 2012 was included in the 
analysis of the DEIS. 

The socioeconomics section fails to address the human 
health issues – bacterial and other pathogens from cattle and 
sheep that pollute water, infect humans and wildlife. Q fever 
is a particular concern with sheep. It also fails to address the 
expansion of upland water sources and grossly trampled 
riparian margins and stock pond areas that support potential 
West Nile virus transmitting mosquitoes. 

WWP167 The danger of Q fever is considered to be minimal on 
rangelands within the Group 2 allotments. The risk on public 
lands to the users is limited, since Q fever has been directly 
correlated to occupational exposure involving veterinarians, 
meat processing plant workers, livestock farmers, and 
researchers at facilities housing livestock. The important fact 
of the Q fever bacteria is that during the birthing process, the 
organisms are shed in high numbers within the amniotic fluids 
and placenta. Since birthing generally does not coincide with 
grazing in the Group 2 allotments, public safety is not 
impacted from livestock trailing events on public land. For 
these reasons, the existence and spread of Q fever will not be 
analyzed further. 

BLM must provide much more baseline information on the 
site-specific effects of livestock grazing and trailing on the 
very important cultural resources.  

WWP168 The effects of livestock grazing on sites within proximity of 
possible animal congregation areas have been discussed in the 
EIS. 

Paleontological values. In the case of the Chipmunk 
allotments, there are significant paleontological values – 
petrified wood, leaf rock fossils, fish fossils, etc. Livestock-
promoted soils erosion can negative impact paleontological 
resources, and this has not been adequately assessed. 

WWP169 There is only one recorded paleontological site within the 
Group 2 boundaries and it is located on State of Idaho land. 
There are no recorded paleontological sites on BLM 
administered land. According to the available sediment maps 
of the area, only a small portion of the allotment group has the 
geological deposition to contain fossil remains. 
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ACECs. BLM describes two existing ACECs –Squaw Creek 
and Jump Creek. Mapping shows Somercamp ACEC – is it 
in a neighboring allotment? BLM must fully demonstrate 
that it is protecting the important and relevant values of 
these ACECs. Plus WWP again requests that BLM manage 
the sage-grouse habitats of the Chipmunk allotments as a 
sagebrush ACEC, given the threats the sagebrush habitats 
and species face here. 

WWP170 Somercamp ACEC is located within the project boundary and 
the EIS has been amended (See Section  in secion 3.9). 
Relevant and important values of the ACECs at hand are 
addressed in section 3.9 of the EIS. Designation of a new 
ACEC is a land use planning-level decision that would require 
an amendment to the existing Owyhee RMP. The BLM is not 
in the position to include an ACEC RMP amendment in this 
permit renewal process. Grazing authorization renewal is an 
implementation-level decision that does not involve changes to 
an RMP.  

The application stated that TNR may be approved “for up to 
100 percent of the existing active permitted use”. 501 AUMs 
would balloon to 1002. BLM did not analyze this, but by 
relegating allotments and pastures in its Veg range specialist 
report to “annual” status – the agency is setting the stage for 
the ranchers to try to get TNR in the future. The Veg report 
needs to be re-done – and conclusions drawn based on the 
great threat of invasive species expansion – and not the 
typical maybe we’ll make a little bit of slow plodding 
change range mindset. 

WWP171 Thank you for your comment. 

p. 190 shows BLM allowed the sheepman to apply for a 
additional 1600 sheep – “as long as AUMs are not 
exceeded”. These small allotments – and the trailing lands – 
would essentially be wall to wall sheep – under this 
disastrous scheme. Plus, this would allow fall use as well – 
essentially imposing very harmful repeated use periods that 
are very harmful to wildlife – and that would expose 
bighorns to disease for an even greater period. 

WWP172 The BLM considers alternative 2 and discloses the effects of 
that alternative in  Chapter 3 Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences in the EIS by resource. 
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BLM must determine the natural extent of western juniper in 
the Owyhee uplands and mountains, and cannot rely on the 
flawed and false NRCS Ecosites. BLM must evaluate the 
importance of western juniper for a diversity of wildlife – 
including the declining ferruginous hawk, northern goshawk, 
black-throated gray warbler, hermit thrush (nests in dense 
junipers in Owyhees), gray flycatcher, and various cavity 
nesters, as well as wintering Townsend’s solitaires and 
American robins and a diversity of other native wildlife – 
including providing security cover for big game in a 
poacher-rich environment and thermal cover. See also our 
discussion in comments of the GLO Survey Records. 

WWP173 The Chipmunk Group Ecological Site Descriptions (USDA 
NRCS, 2010) include two ecological sites that identify western 
juniper as common species in the woodland vegetation 
communities; they are Douglas Fir 22+”, and Mahogany 
Savannah 16-22”. For much of the remaining sites, shrub-
steppe habitats dominated by several species of sagebrush and 
perennial bunchgrasses are expected to occur across the vast 
majority of the allotments.  Please review BLM response to 
WWP comments WWP163 and 175 regarding the use of a 
focal species approach to assess and evaluate allotments and 
analyze the effects of the alternatives to upland, riparian, and 
focal species habitat.  

One bird and one amphibian species are listed as candidates 
under the ESA. Eight mammals, 11 birds, four reptiles, one 
amphibian, and one fish with special status potentially occur 
within these allotments and may be affected by grazing 
activities. Which are these, and what is this conclusion based 
on?  

WWP174 Appendix G, Table 1 provides within the DEIS provides the 
common and scientific names of special staus wildlife species, 
their status, and occurrence potential within the Chipmunk 
Group allotments (Section 3.6.1, page 207). 
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We strongly oppose BLM lumping sensitive species together 
– as many have quite specific habitat requirements – 
including requiring subtle differences in sagebrush structure. 
This is especially a problem given that BLM uses the 
severely flawed NRCS Ecosites which claim that naitve 
shrubs necessary for Brewer’s sparrow, sage sparrow, sage 
thrasher, and loggerhead shrike is too dense! Further, there 
are elevational differences in the areas in which sensitive 
species nest – with sage sparrow, for example, not found at 
higher elevations or in mountain sagebrush communities – 
for example. For ALL sensitive species, BLM must address 
habitat requirements – for example – loggerhead shrike 
relying on taller, denser sage, greasewood, at times 
bitterbrush – and especially being threatened with increasing 
shrub loss and OHV coupled with grazing disturbances on 
the Owyhee Front. Please review the work of Tom Cade and 
grad. student Chris Wood on loggerhead shrikes on the 
Owyhee Front, and the importance of this habitat to them. 
This includes some of the areas that BLM sacrifices in its 
relegating pastures that still retain shrub components to 
“seeding” status by the range staff.  

WWP175 The BLM appreciates the comments provided by WWP. For 
the purpose of the rangeland health determinations and the 
DEIS, a focal species approach was used to assess and 
evaluate sagebrush-steppe habitat conditions in the Chipmunk 
grazing allotments and analyze the impacts of the alternatives. 
This approached used the greater sage-grouse, the Columbia 
spotted frog, and the Columbia River redband trout because 
they appropriately represented landscape attributes 
characteristics of upland and riparian habitats desired in the 
sagebrush-steppe environment. Bighorn sheep was also 
identified as a focal species but not because of the habitat they 
represented but rather because of the occurrence of domestic 
sheep grazing and the potential for disease transmission to 
bighorn sheep and the possible implications to long-term herd 
health. The BLM does not imply that other species that can be 
found in the sagebrush-steppe environment are not important, 
but that the focal species approach will benefit upland and 
riparian habitats as well as the species that you mentioned in 
your comments. Review of BLM response to WWP024, 051, 
136, and 137 will also provide additional clarification.  

Where in these allotments will livestock grazing be 
occurring on these very small and vulnerable streams during 
periods when redds are present? Please identify all areas and 
prohibit this in the EIS. Where are all exclosures? Are they 
trespassed? Have they been turned in to “pastures”?  

WWP176 The BLM selected a range of 6 alternatives in the DEIS. 
Resource management objectives identified by the Owyhee 
Resource Management Plan and the Idaho Rangeland Health 
Standards and Guidelines for livestock Grazing were used to 
guide the development grazing systems along with varying 
terms and conditions and resource constraints. In the DEIS, the 
issues were disclosed and the impacts of each alternative was 
analyzed against the current condition. 
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BLM refers the reader to map WLDLF-4. Map WLDLF 4 
prevents an illusion of habitat connectivity and large 
connected streams systems. Fore this part of the world, this 
is a compete illusion. WHERE within these watersheds, is 
there sufficient perennial flow, or any water at all  -to 
provide habitat to sustain a viable population of redband 
trout and other aquatic species? When were the last surveys 
conducted? Example: McBride Creek. The situation, as with 
grouse, is quite dire. There is severe degradation of 
headwater areas on BLM , state and private land, and often 
appalling water quality conditions. Highly erosive runoff 
from watershed degradation promotes further losses that are 
expected to increase with climate change. 

WWP177 McBride Creek is identified as a Columbia River redband trout 
stream. The GIS map was created from a BLM database that 
was updated with several sources from the IDFG and CRITFC 
libraries. Standard 2, 3, and 7 found the portion of McBride 
Creek that occurred on public lands to be function-at-risk. This 
evaluation would relate to not providing adequate redband 
trout stream and riparian habitat conditions and therefore 
would not be meeting Standard 8 for this species (Appendix E-
2 - 2013 Determinations). Current livestock grazing was 
identified as the casual factor for this stream not providing 
adequate riparian and stream habitat conditions.  

Known locations and potential habitat of Columbia spotted 
frogs occur within the Chipmunk Group allotments (Map 
WDLF-4). As with rbt, this map creates an illusion of a vast 
body of habitat, yet appears that no single site is shown as 
having CSF. Is that correct? Where and when have all 
surveys been conducted? The focal species concept is not 
appropriate – if you have a single small population – shifting 
harmful summer use ont them in shuffling livestock under 
‘deferment” may destroy the willows under whose roots they 
over-winter  - for example?  

WWP178 The BLM appreciates WWP's comments. Please review BLM 
response to WWP comments WWP163 and 175 for additional 
clarification.  

BLM must consider disturbance to nesting raptors from 
spring grazing, as well as trampling of burrowing owl 
burrows, and greatly increased presence of brown-headed 
cowbird nest parasites with the large amounts of spring 
grazing that would occur under all continued grazing 
alternatives in the EIS. 

WWP179 The BLM appreciates WWP's comments. Spring grazing was 
identified as an critical issue through the constraints prior to 
development of Alternatives 3 and 4 which designed grazing 
systems with varying levels of spring deferment and year-long 
rest (Section  2.0, page 19 to 67). Please review BLM response 
to WWP comments WWP163 and 175 regarding the use of a 
focal species approach to assess and evaluate allotments and 
analyze the effects of the alternatives.   
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Why haven’t there been any surveys at all? WHERE in these 
allotments is actually potential kit fox habitat? Pygmy rabbit 
habitat? There are older and more recent survey records of 
pygmy rabbits here – Ulmschneider reported – but Bartels 
re-surveys found no rabbits. What can be done to XXXs. 

WWP180 The BLM appreciates WWP's comments. Please review BLM 
response to WWP comments WWP163 and 175 for additional 
clarification.  

We are very concerned about BLM using gross 
generalizations like “majority of areas are at PFC”, NF, etc. 
in this very depleted landscape where the springs, seeps, and 
areas of streams with perennial flow are being further 
desertified and lost with each passing grazing trampling 
season. These are VERY small riparian areas, they can not 
withstand continued trampling degradation in particular – 
and BLM must conduct its Chipmunk analysis based on 
these “exceptional circumstances” and the potential for 
irreparable harm.  

WWP181 Although a statement indicating the 'majority' may be used in 
the summary/rational of a determination; all of the detail 
regarding each individual reach of stream and spring that have 
been assessed is also part of the existing condition within the 
EIS. 

BLM does conclude that because of the medusahead pasture 
and riparian issues, the allotment is not meeting standard 8. 
However, we urge you to conduct current non-cherry-picked 
site assessments and fully weigh the threat of weed advances 
in making any Determination here. Otherwise, the whole 
analysis is just full contradictions. These same concerns 
apply to the remainder of the analysis. We can find no map 
that shows which site is actually referred to. The EIS maps 
do not label sites so one can understand which is which. Are 
there other maps we have not been provided with? 

WWP182 The locations of monitoring sites are intended to reflect on a 
setting that is representative of a large, similar area while still 
being reasonably accessible without intentionally providing for 
a biased sample. Maps RNGE-1 and maps RNGE-2 and 
RNGE-3 show that trend and RHA sites are generally 
distributed across various areas of the pastures/allotments with 
several near or in between water sources.  

Comment Codes: AWHP=American Wild Horse Preservation; CA=Cattlemen's Associations; CGA=Chipmunk Grazing Association; EC=Elordi Cattle LLC; 
EPA=Environmental Protection Agency; CDH=Chad and Dannelle Hensley; IFB=Idaho Farm Bureau Federation; SID=State of Idaho; DEQ=Idaho Dept. of 
Environmental Quality; IDFG=Idaho Department of Fish and Game; IDL=Idaho Department of Lands; OSC=Office of Species Conservation; SWCC=Soil and 
Water Conservation Commission; IWSF=Idaho Wild Sheep Foundation; IWGA=Idaho Wool Growers Association; JIR=John Isernhagen Ranch; TL=Tim 
Lowry; TSM=Tim S. Mcbride; NRCS=Natural Resource Conservation Service; ODFW=Oregon Division of Fish and Wildlife; OCC=Owyhee County 
Commissioners; PCGA=Poison Creek Grazing Association; WWP=Western Watersheds Project
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